Appendix 1: County Executive Letter Forming the Task Force

OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 2085
Isish Lepget:
Counly Exscutive
January 31, 2007

The Honorable Sidney Katz
hviayor

City of Gaithersburg

31 South Summit Avenuws
Gaithersburg, Maryland 20877

Dear Mayor Katz:

1 am writing to you in your capacity as President of the Montgomery County Chapter of
the Maryland Municipal League (MML). Iknow that a pumber of our municipalitics are
interested in establishing & new Task Force to study County/municipal revenue sharing, Tt has
heen eleven years since a joint Task Force studied these issues and | have agreed to establish a
new effort. The previous structure of the Task Force seemed 10 serve the County and
municipalities very well so I propose to follow a similar model.

I will establish a ten-member Municipal Revenue Sharing Tesk Force with five municipil
representatives and five County representatives. The Task Force will be led by Co-Chairs with
one from emong the municipal representatives and one from among the County representatives.
Please provide me with the names of five representatives of the Montgomery County Chapter of
MML to serve on the Task Force. Please select one individual as a Co-Chair of the Task Force.

I would appreciate receiving these names by February 28, 2007.

I have arranged for Barbara Hawk to once again serve as a facilitator for the Task Force.
She did this very ably eleven years ago, has an excellent understanding of the issues and has the
respect and trust of the County and municipalities.

It is my hope that the Task Force can complete its work by the end of 2007 so that any
Task Force recommendations can be reviewed, approved and ready for FY 09 implementation.

Isiah Leggett
County Executive

IL:dar

¢ Maribhm Praisner
Tim Firestine
_J_’uul Folkers
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Appendix 2: Request to Extend the Task Force (April 2008)

Officers Expcutive Board

By Wiz lbar Badir
Trawr af SomeEe

awar Canalen Showaker
[+ Garroit Hark
President

Lounzi Mambar Bissa Wiliarme
LIk ot Takoraz Paik
Vica Prasidant

ranager
Gaalray Biddle
ey Lnesa Yillags

Sanager Juban i fAawor
Wilige of Frie Pabar Fosseman
Treasurner Margland Municipal Lesgun Tewr of Kenzratan

Montgomery County Chaptar
Frid Fe:bar
Amaiziant Zommssion Presiden:
Sily af Gailhersbnog Fater Mense
Secretary Towenn cf Barnesvile

April 2202008 /ﬁ&

The Hemorakls [s6l Leaget:
Exevutive CHde Building
W Beaene Srreet

Fochville, MY 20630

[ear County Exeanrive |

i owon sre awane, the Municipal Revenue Sharing Task Force has heen meeting repulary since your
mitzal spacintnets inthe speing ol 2007, While the Tosk Foree orginally planned oo completing its
wirry By the end of cacndar 2007, it is my understamiling that vou agreed othe Task Foree's meguest o
extand the o pletivn date i Apri| 20, 2008

[rased con e convcesativns will menizipal represenetives onodie Task Foree, §0is my widerstancing i
canseneus Las been reached onoa number of key issues including the hotel tax and the income Tax
however, additional discussions are required on the remaining issues,

Subecemmittess ol the Fask Force have completed signifizant work on read reimbursement and three
categeics af recreation and parks, bot the Tull Task Force has not vet reached consensus on these s

Acditionalle, the Task Foreo work on police services, e 2oerey 1 ard senior services i still in s encly

sl

W han it became elean hat the Task Fome work would mol be completed in Gime For preparation of oor FY
2000 Bucdnets, won aaproved the municipal representatives’ request W Tund mwnicipal tax duplication at the
st levels as TY 2008, This decision conld 2 llow che Task Farce additional fime fo complee s work
athoghowae are all snxions insee it complened

S this poinl D am sogpeating thet vou approve anadeitienal 90 day estension For the completion of the
lugk Foree seport and that we joditly ask the Taok Fore members o agreee tooa detailed timeline diring
it et o iz Lor naldrezsing the owtsianding maucs retorenzed above by July 31, 2008,

Yoour vonsideration s creatly azpreciated. Please feel free to contact me at 300-%42-07450 it vou have any

guestions o want i dhisenss,

/i’ﬁ‘lt crely,
Lf&/tz,x_écm-——"
Carolvn Shaveak
Chipter Fresident
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Appendix 3: Letter Naming Municipal Members

Officer Executive Board
Mayor Sidrey A, Kakr Kayar Waller Benr
City of Gaithershurg Towm of Somersed
Prasldant

Kayar Lamy SEmma Kanager
City of Rodivile Gaoftrey Biddic

Vice President Chevy Ghasa Village
Manzges Julan Manehald Council Mambes
WVillage of Friandship Heighte Eenneth Gokdsmth
Tiressiirer Maryland Municipal Leagus Towm of Hensngian
Monlgamery County Chapter
Maryor Carmbyn Shawakar Courcil Mermbsr
T of Garmed Fark Bruce Yiillams
Fecratary City of Takama Park

Febroary 27, 2007

e Honorahle Isiab Legget
Exccutive (HTice Building
10 bellommroe Strnee
Rockwville, B 20850

Dear County !-'.:-;u:.'uli'ny)ﬁ?tu ﬁﬁf\if
We would like w tale this opporunity o thank you for hosting our February 22, 2007

Montgomery County Chapler meeting. We would alse like to thank you for moving so
quickly mn establishing a new task [vree 1o study County/Bunicipal revenue sharing,

Pursuant 1o your letter dated January 31, 2007, we have sclected the following six municipal
representatives o serve on the Task Force:

[akoma Park City Manager Barb Matthews

Foolesville Commissioner Roy Johnson

Rockville Finance Director Gavin Cohen

Crarredt Park Council BMember Peter Benjamin

Village of Friendship Hedghts Village Munager Julian MansGeld
Gaithersburg Assistant City Manager Fred Felion

We appreciate vour offer to have a municipal represeniative serve as Co-Chair of the Task
Force, and have selecied Assistam City Manager Fred Felion for that role,

It vou should have any questions, or wish o discuss this matter please feel froe to contact me

“hapter President ©

Pliiid ®dddntds cormapandencs ta the WML Monbgomssy Cownty Chaptar in cans of
Pres. Sicney A. Hatr. 31 % Summit Avenoe, Gathersburg, Mardand 30377

Appendix 3

3-1



Appendix 4: Maryland Code — 8§ 6-305 of the Tax-Property Article
§ 6-305. County tax rate in certain municipal corporations

(a) "Tax setoff" defined. -- In this section, "tax setoff" means:
(1) the difference between the general county property tax rate and the property
tax rate that is set for assessments of property in a municipal corporation; or
(2) apayment to a municipal corporation to aid the municipal corporation in
funding services or programs that are similar to county services or programs.

(b) Applicability of section. -- This section appliesonly in:
(1) Allegany County;
(2) Anne Arundel County;
(3) Batimore County;
(4) Frederick County;
(5) Garrett County;
(6) Harford County;
(7) Howard County;
(8) Montgomery County; and
(9) Prince George's County.

(c) Discussion and adjustment. -- The governing body of the county shall meet and
discuss with the governing body of any municipal corporation in the county the county
property tax rate to be set for assessments of property in the municipal corporation as
provided in this section. After the meeting if it can be demonstrated that a municipal
corporation performs services or programs instead of similar county services or
programs, the governing body of the county shall grant atax setoff to the municipal
corporation.

(d) Setting county rate for municipal corporation. -- In determining the county property
tax rate to be set for assessments of property in amunicipal corporation, the governing
body of the county shall consider:
(1) the services and programsthat are performed by the municipal corporation
instead of similar county services and programs; and
(2) the extent that the similar services and programs are funded by property tax
revenues.

(e) Rate need not be uniform. -- The county property tax rate for assessments of property
located in a municipal corporation is not required to be:
(1) the same as the rate for property located in other municipal corporationsinthe
county; or
(2) the same as the rate set in a prior year.
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(f) Tax setoff request. --
(1) At least 180 days before the date that the annual county budget is required to
be approved, any municipal corporation in the county that desiresthat atax setoff
be provided shall submit to the county a proposal that states the desired level of
property tax setoff for the next fiscal year.

(2) (i) A request submitted under paragraph (1) of this subsection shall be
accompanied by:

1. adescription of the scope and nature of the services or programs
provided by the municipal corporation instead of similar services or
programs provided by the county; and
2. financial records and other documentation regarding municipal
revenues and expenditures.
(2) (i) The materials submitted under subparagraph (i) of this paragraph shall
provide sufficient detail for an assessment of the similar services or programs.

(3) After receiving a proposal from a municipal corporation requesting atax setoff
under this subsection, the governing body of the county shall promptly submit to
the municipal corporation financial records and other documentation regarding
county revenues and expenditures.

(g9) Meetings, officers, information and services. --
(1) At least 90 days before the date that the annual county budget is required to be
approved, the county and any municipal corporation submitting a tax setoff
request under subsection (f) of this section shall designate appropriate policy and
fiscal officers or representatives to meet and discuss the nature of the tax setoff
request, relevant financial information of the county and municipal corporation,
and the scope and nature of services provided by both entities.
(2) A meeting held under paragraph (1) of this subsection may be held by the
county representatives jointly with representatives from more than one municipal
corporation.
(3) (i) The county officers or representatives may request from the municipal
corporation officers or representatives additional information that may reasonably
be needed to assess the tax setoff.
(3) (i) The municipal corporation officers or representatives shall provide the
additional information expeditiously.

(h) Statement of intent. --
(1) At or before the time the proposed county budget is released to the public, the
county commissioners, the county executive of a charter county, or the county
council of acharter county without a county executive shall submit a statement of
intent to each municipal corporation that has requested atax setoff.
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(2) The statement of intent shall contain:
(i) an explanation of the level of the proposed tax setoff;
(i) adescription of the information or process used to determine the level
of the proposed tax setoff; and
(iii) anindication that, before the budget is enacted, appropriate officials
or representatives of the municipal corporation are entitled to appear
before the county governing body to discuss or contest the level of the
proposed tax setoff.

(i) Municipal representatives may testify at hearings. -- Representatives of each
municipal corporation in the county requesting a tax setoff shall be afforded an
opportunity to testify before the county governing body during normally scheduled
hearings on the county's proposed budget.

(J) Agreements regarding tax setoff. -- Notwithstanding the provisions of subsections (d),
(f), and (g) of this section:
(1) acounty and one or more municipal corporations may enter into an agreement
setting different terms or timing for negotiations, calculations, or approval of atax
setoff; and
(2) acounty may grant atax setoff to amunicipal corporation that does not make
arequest in the fashion described in this section.
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Appendix 5: Montgomery County Code - Chapter 30A — Montgomery County
Municipal Revenue Program

§ 30A-1. Established.

8 30A-2. Qualification of municipal public services for county reimbursement.

8 30A-3. Determination of amount of reimbursement.

§ 30A-4. Limitations on expenditures.

8 30A-5. Application to participate in program.

8 30A-6. County tax rate in certain municipalities. For Takoma Park fire, no longer
applicable.

Sec. 30A-1. Established.

There is hereby established a program to reimburse municipalities within the
county for those public services provided by the municipalities which would otherwise be
provided by the county government. (1974 L.M.C., ch. 7, 8§ 1.)

Sec. 30A-2. Qualification of municipal public services for county reimbursement.
Municipal public services shall qualify for county reimbursement if the following
conditions are met: (1) The municipality provides the service to its residents and
taxpayers; (2) the service would be provided by the county if it were not provided by the
municipality; (3) the service is not actually provided by the county within the
municipality; and (4) the comparable county service is funded from tax revenues derived
partially from taxpayers in the participating municipality. (1974 L.M.C., ch. 7, § 1.)

Sec. 30A-3. Determination of amount of reimbursement.

Subject to the provisions of section 30A-4, each participating municipality shall
be reimbursed by an amount determined by the county executive to approximate the
amount of municipal tax revenues required to fund the eligible services. The amount of
reimbursement shall be limited to the amount the county executive estimates the county
would expend if it were providing the services. (1974 L.M.C.,ch. 7,8 1.)

Sec. 30A-4. Limitations on expenditures.
All expenditures by the county under the authority of this chapter shall be subject
to the limits of the funds appropriated by the county council. (1974 L.M.C., ch. 7,8 1.)

Sec. 30A-5. Application to participate in program.

Any municipality within the county desiring to participate in the county municipal
revenue program shall submit not later than November 15 of each year to the county an
application which shall be in such form and contain such information as may be required
by the county executive. (1974 L.M.C., ch. 7,8 1.)
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Appendix 6: Resolution 13-650 (September 10, 1996)

Resalution Ma.: | 3-650
[Anroduced; Sept, 10, 1996
Adopted: Sepr. 10, L996

COUNTY COUNCIL
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

By: County Council

Subject: County Reimbursements undzr the Montgomery County Municipal

1. Chapter 304 of the Momgomery County Code (199%4) provides for a program which
reimburses municipalities and special taxing districts for those public services provided
by the municipalities which would othersase be provided by the County

[

Feimbursements under Chapter 30A have been made pursuant (o a procedure esiablished
under Resolution 8-2222, dated October 17, 1978, which was revised and supplemented
by Resolution $-1752, daied Apnl 27, 1982,

3 In March 1995 County Executive Douglas M, Duncan appainted County and municipal
representatives to serve on the Monigomery County Task Force to Study the Municipal
Tax Duplication Reimbursement Program. This Task Force was charged with reviewing
the procedures and formulas used 1o determine the amount of the reimbursements and
with making recommendarions to improve these procedurss and formulas,

4 The Task Force submined nts Final Report and recommendations, a copy of which is
anached, ta County Executive Douglas M. Duncan, on June 5, 1995,

5 The goals of the Task Force were 1o derermine:
a Whether the complex formulas used w caleulate the reimbursements could be
simplified:
B Whether reimbursemenis could be made 1na way that would provide greater
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RBesolution Mo, [1-&650

predicuability to each municipality in planning the fallowing year's budger,

Whether a single reimbursement coubd be made.

The Task Force recommends that the following formulas be used to determine the
reimbursements for the following services provided by the munucipalities:

Transportation. Reimbursements shall be a percentage of the Cownry’s actual,
audited per mile or per item expenditure, multiplied by the number of miles or
items in each municipality. The percentage reflects the percentage of the County
expenditures that are paid for with properry tax revenues.

Park Mauntenance, Reimbursements will be based upon the same formula
currently used.

Code Enforcement. Reimbursernents will be based wpon the net County property
tax supported code enforcemnent expendinuwes per dwelling or per parcel.

Other services. Feimbursements will be based upon the net County property tax
supporied expendiures.

Action

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, approves the following

The Final Report of the Task Force to Srudy the Municipal Tax Duplication
Feimbursement Program is accepled and the recommendations, as outlined in the report,
are aceepted for funding within the Municipal Revenue Program

The recommendations contained in the Repon will be implemented beginning in Fiseal
Tear 9497,

Reimbursement payments to municipalities will be made once a year, by October |

Eeimbursements for Fiscal Year 997 will be based upon Fiscal Year 19%3 actual,
audited expendiures from the County's comprehensive annual financial report.
Thereafier annual reimbursements will continus to be based wpon the actual andited
expenditures wsing a similar two vear interval.

Mumnicipalities will not be reguired 1o submit their expenditures but will be required to
provide annual cenification of eligible services

The Task Force will mest annually w review the municipal revenue program.



Besolution No. L3I=-B350

A T the extent that the County Council is requered to meet annually and discuss wath each
municipality the rate for assessments or the tax reimbursement program, the Council
delegates this duty 1o the County Executive or hes delegate. who should then report hack
1o the County Council.

This is a correet copy of Council action.

APFROVED:

oo on Do

Dougladhl. Duncan
County Executive
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Appendix 7: 1996 Task Force Report

Tax Duplication Task Force
Final Report

June 5, 1996
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The Montgomery County Tax Duplication Task Force recommends the

\ following:

Appendix 7

I FY96 the Montgomery County municipalities will receive tax duplicarion
reimbursements caleulated according to the tax duplication formulas
currently in place. FY95 base data is used fo make these calculations.

In EY97 the tax duplication reimbursements will be based on the fortmulas
recommended by the Task Force. These formulas are based on FY95 actual
expenditures.

The recommended formulas are based on the County's actual, net, property
tax supported expenditures for service (Le. total expenditures less
applicable off-setting non-tax revenues), not on the amount spent by the
municipalities.

TRANSPORTATION

« 61.7% of the County's FY95 actual, audited per mile or per item
expenditure multiplied by the number of road miles or items in each
municipality.

+ In FY97 each municipality will receive a reimbursement payment for
transportation that is no less than the amount received in FYa6.

+ The Task Force will meet prior to next year's meet and confer to review
the impact of changes in State Highway User Revenue program and any
other changes in noo-tax .

FoLice

+ Since the County does not currently use the presence of Gaithersburg,
Rackville and Village of Chevy Chase police forces in defermining their
resource and bear allocation formulas no duplication reimhursement is
recommended.

Fark MAINTENANCE

+ In FY97 the park maintenance reimbursement will be based on the
purrent formula.

+ The TaskForce will review problems with the current system and
recommend a new formula for FYD8 if necessary.

CoDE EMFORCEMEMT
+ The reimbursement will be based on the County's net per dwelling or
per parcel cost rather than on the municipality's net cost.

The Task Force recommends that the municipalities will not be required to
submit details of their expendirures but will be reguired to provide annual
certification of eligible services and workload data for selected services.

Anv negotiations related to other Takoma Park consolidation will be
separate from the tax duplication issues.
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In March, 1995 County Executive Douglas M. Duncan appointed County and
municipal representatives to serve on the Montgomery County Task Force to
study the Municipal Tax Duplication Reimbursement Program. The municipal
representatives recommended by the Maryland Municipal League Montgomery
County Executive Board are: Beverly Habada, Administrator, City of Takoma
Park, David Humpton, Manager, City of Gaithersburg, Rick Kuckkahn, Manager,
City of Rockville, Susan Reobinson, Manager, Town of Chevy Chase, Lib Tolbert,
Mayor, Barnesville. The County representatives are: Mike Coveyou, Department
of Finance, Betty Ferber, Office of the County Attorney, George Griffin, Office
of the County Executive, Susan Hoffmann, [ntergovernmental Relations Office,
Bryan Hunt, Office of Management & Budget, and Chuck Sherer, County
Counecil Staff. Barbara Hawk, Director, Instirute for Governmental Service has
served as facilitaror of the group. Andi Silverstone, Town of Chevy Chase,
served as secretary to the Task Force. Paulette Bowles, Office of Management &
Budget, has provided technical assistance and staff support. The group began
meeting in April, 1995 and met through May, 1996.

The Task Force was directed to look into issues surrounding the currenf Tax
duplication formmula and to recommend improvements to the program. Early
in the process the group decided that its primary goal was to improve and
simplify the current system, rather than to create a new system. A second goal
was to Tesolve policy and administrative problems associated with the current
program. An imporfant chjective of the Task Force was to assure that neither
the County nor the munieipalities receive a “windfall” from new formulas, and
conversely, that no jurisdiction suffer a large revenue loss. The Task Force was
directed to report their recommendations to the County Executive for his
review and action.

Several problems associated with the current system were identified, and the
Task Force focused on resolving those issues. The Task Force determined that
there were hoth administrative problems and policy issues to be resolved. The
group agreed that the police and transportation (road maintenance) formulas
were the most significant areas of concern. These issues Were also the most
complex and difficult for the Task Force to resolve. Determination of the level
of service provided by the County and estimating what the portion of those
expenditures are supported by property tax revenues is complicated and time-
consuming. However, the group reached consensus on the following issues
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1. The reimbursement program should be eguitable, efficient to administer,
and easily understood by the public,

2. The basis for the reimbursement program should be the amount the
County would spend to provide a duplicated service rather than the amount
spent by a municipality to provide the service, Therefore, the rebate to the
mumicipalities should be based on the County's actual, net, property tax
funded expendifures for a given service, The reimbursement formula
should not include services provided by a municipality but not provided by
the County.

! 3. The reimbursement program should be as predictable and stable as possible
. and should require as little paperwork as possible by both the County and
: the municipalities.

4. In order ro minimize the porential budgetary impact of the new formulas
on either the County or the municipalities, any changes should be phased
in if possible.

There should be provisions for annual re-evaluation of the reimbursement
Drogram.

i
h

e

ADMINISTRATIVE/PROCEDURAL ISSUES

E l. The formula for reimbursements should be based on the actual, net,
County property tax supported expenditures for service, (ie. total
expenditures less applicable off-setting non-tax revenuesk

P

. The reimbursement for transportation should be based on a cost per mile
or per unit figure, less off-setting revenues such as fees and charges and
Highway User Revenues.

. The police services reimbursement should mere accurately reflect the

Lad

3 number of first responses by County and municipal police officers or use
3 some other measure that accounts for the net Counfty per capita police
expenditures.

4. Reimbursement payments to municipalities should be made once a year, by
October 1, instead of twice & year as |s current practice. To accomplish rhis,
the Task Force recommends using audited expenditure fgures from the
County's comprehensive annual financial report (CAFR). For instance, FY97
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payments would be based on the audited FY95 acmal figures which are
available in late December, 1995, This assures that both the County and the
municipalities have firm numbers befare their respective budget cycles
begin.

. The recommendations, if adopted, should be implemented in FY97.
Therefore, reimbursements will be based on FY95 actual, audited
expenditures. (It should be noted that this requires using FY95 actuals far
two years' reimbursements; FY96 reimbursements using the old formula,
and FY'97 reimbursements using the new formula.)

[

6. An annual review of the program will be conducted by the municipalities
and rhe County. The Task Force will remain as constituted and may meet
throughout the year to discuss issues that affect the reimbursement
formula. The group will also meet prior to the annual meet and confer
sessions with the County Executive and the County Council.

REcoOMMENDED REIMBURSEMENT FORMULAS '

Table 1 summarizes the reimbursements for each municipality for duplicated
services proposed for FY9Y using the new formula. Table 2 compares current
and recommended reimbursements. All recommended totals use FY35 actual

figures.
Transporiation

A primary goal of the Task Force was to develop a simpler, equitable
reimbursement formula for transportation expenditures. The proposecd
formula has two components. The first is the cost of road maintenance
provided by the County Department of Public Works and Transportation
(Divisions of Highway Services and Traffic and Parking Servicesh Roadway
maintenance, bridge maintenance, storm damage, roadway resurfacing (CIP
projects), traffic signs & pavement markings, and street light maintenance
costs were calculated on a per road mile basis. The maintenance costs of
bridges and traffic signals were calculated on a per item basis. (Table 3) The
second component is the percentage of the County expenditures that could be,
and thercfare thecretically are, paid for with property tax revenues. State
Highway User Revenues (HUR) and miscellaneous fees and charges are also
used to fund County road maintenance costs. The Task Force determined that
In FY93 Highway User Revenues and miscellaneous sources accounted for
approximarely 38.3% of the total eligible expenditures (Table 4), Therefore, the
net County property tax funded cost is 61.7% of total expenditures in FY¥93.
This percentage will change annually depending on the amount of Highway
User Revenues received , the amount of other miscellaneous fees and charges
and the size of the County road maintenance budget.
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Table 1
Summary of Praposal

235,480

Froposed  Froposed Proposed PropiGur PropiCur
Boad Maimt Cada Polize Metro Cther
Agimb. Enfarea- Bpcess Fems®
Municipality Miles meni RoBds TOTAL
Barmeswilia 0.00 o s}
Brookmwila 046 3,809 3,638
|Chewy Chase, Sec. Il 223 17,931 17,831
|Chewy Chase, Sec. V .60 12,366 13,888
Chewy Chase View 340 27,338 27,330
Cheewy Chase Village B.2T 68,4258 B.252 74,781
E Towr of Chewy Chase j=R=rd 78,768 11.821 7291 38,348
] Dirummond 036 3,066 3,055
Friendship Heighta DLE3 G674 58,181 65,855
Gaithersbury 7012 ST1,483 184,371 725,854
Garreit Park aez . 521 521
Gian Echo | . 15,750 13,730
Kensington B.17 65,688 15,827 28,440 108,652
1 . |Lavionssdle 1.07 8,504 8,504
1 Iartin's Addition 2.21 17,771 17,771
4 Marth Chawy Chase 157 15,8414 15,841
1 Cakmont . 0ET 2174 2171
Poclesville 15.28 122 BEE 29,270 152,136
Rackovle 133.68 1,126,804 170,338 ) 155,230 110,263
SOAMIErset 424 34,084
154,754 14,288 23,178 Ta1,1e1t

3,178 186,200 1,015,816

" Bource of Data

Stats Highway Admiresraticn of Maryland
Y 84 Recapitulation of Urbén and Aural Mileage

* Cither liems as calculated inchude: Police Grossing Guasds, Senlor Transportation,
Eldarly Shopping, Park Maintenance, and & Human Relations Commission.

Police Pags Thru net shown on fhis lable.
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Tahble 3

o R . . AR5 e P e i o .

Municipal Tax Duplication
Road Maintenance Calculation
FY 95 County Maintenance Cost Factors

| Roadway and Related Maintenance £ 5,494 permile
Storm Damage £ 1,083 permile
Readway Resurfacing (CIP Projects) £ 2,242 permile
Main Roads (Asphalt)
Residential Roads [Slurry)
Curb and Gutter, Sidewalk
Traffic Signs and Pavement Markings £ B22 permile
Traffic Light Maintenance £ 103 permile
s Straet Light Maintenance £ 2,280 permile
3 TOTAL £ 13,024 permile
i PLUS
Traffic Signal Maintenance £ 2,000 persignal
Eridge Maintenance £ 3,098 perbridge
Pedestrian Brldge £ 713 perpedestrian bridge
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Table 4
Municipal Tax Duplication

L

il

Calculation and Formula

ETIE T

MC DPWT Tax Supported Operating Expenditures (1)
Debt Sarvice (2)

MC DPTW Eligible Expenditures

] Subtract: Other Rev Sources (grants, fees, and charges){3)
Equals: Total HUR Eligible DPTW Expenditures

State Highway User Revenue (HUR) Received [4)

Ratio of HUR to total expenditures (HUR Ratio)

1 Paga 42-5 FY 8T Operating Budget
2 Page 12 FY 97 Recommended Opaersting Budget

and charges to mass transit, and parking/urban districs
Calculated by Eryan Hunt, OME 4-55
", 4 Page 425 FY 57 Operating Budget

Transportation HUR and Revenue Offset

$ 24,021,040
$ 37,380,580

% 61,401,630

§ (6,286,361)
$ 55,115,260

£ 21,086,402

J8.26

3 Charges to Suburban District, DOT CIP projects, minus curment revenus funding,
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Based on this rationale, the Task Force recommends rhat the transportarion
property tax reimbursement for FY97 be ser at 61.7% of the actual, audited
County per mile or per item FY95 road maintenance expenditures, multiplied
by the number of road miles or items in each municipality. All municipalities
will be guaranteed the dollar amount of the FY96 payment in FYS7. Table 5
compares the current transportarion formula with the recommended formula
by maintenance category. Table 6 summarizes the anticipated impact of the
recommended formula on each municipality.

The Task Force agreed to meet in one year to adjust the transportation

: formula. The Task Force further recommends that a group of transportation
¢ professionals meet to discuss and make recommendations regarding the
difference in maintenance costs of urban (or highly traveled) roads, rural and
residential roads. They will also look at whether there are any special road
costs experienced by Rockville as the center of County government.

if the recommendations cannot be implemented beginning in FY97 the Task
Force recommends that they be implemented in FY98 and based on actual,

3 audited FY96 data, FY96 data (using either the current or the proposed
formulas) will result in significantly higher payments due to the snow storm
costs. The Task Force agreed that if the recommendation is not implemented
until FY98, FY96 data will be used for that year also, except that a four year
average will be used for the storm damage factor in the formula (See Table 7
for a summary of historic maintenance cast datal

§  Pouc

Calculation of a police services reimbursement formula is complicated by the
fact that the County is required, by law, to provide the same level of service to
municipal residents and non-municipal residents except in the case of Takoma
Park Under a 1949 agreement the City of Takoma Park has responsibility for
all calls for police assistance and dispatches its own officers. The City has a
murual aid agreement with the County. The police reimbursement issue is
further complicated by the fact that each of the other jurisdictions which offer

police services (Rockville, Gaithersburg and the Village of Chevy Chase) has 2
different arrangement with the County for responding ta calls.

The City of Rockville has its own central dispatch operation which handles
telephone and walk-in complaints. They also monitor the County system and
'iuﬁpﬂrth their officers to complaints/incidents in Rockville. The County can
dispatch Rockville officers as a first response but generally does not. All

~ addresses in Chevy Chase Village are coded in the County’s dispatch system.

- When a call for service from a Village address is received a code appears on the
dispatcher's screen and a Village police officer is then dispatched to the call
County police officers are not dispatched to emergency calls in the Village
unless there are no Village units available. Non-emergency calls are held until a

* Village unit {5 available. The City of Galthersburg has concarrent jurisdiction
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Appendix 7

State Highway Administration of Mardand

F¥ 84 Recagiulation of Lirkan and Aursl Mileage
* Other Hems® g5 calouiased include Pollcs Crossing Guands, Ssricr Transportation, Biderty Shopping. Park Maintenance
ard & Human Aglationa Commision
* Eslimaie mada using current buedpel estimatas and adding far the astimared total cost of snow removel and siamm damag
Curant eslimate for HUR funds ales used
** Propased Formula Uses FY0S Actual euditad cats, the twa year tag provides
tima hhldo'."lﬂ'nl amadint and tire for ihe munlcipalies to plan for the gayment

i

I

1

i

! Table &

L) =

! Transportation

! By Municipality

1 A B c D E F a

§ Estimated Estimated

FYe7 Paymant FYST Paymant

i with current  with propased Change
Municipality Miles  fermula farmuta C-E
Barmasvils 0,00 ] o o
Brackavile Q.45 3,384 3,888 e

£ Chew Chase, Sec. Il 223 16,407 1785 1,524
Ghewy Chasa, Sec. 1.80 11,772 12.886 P f | .
Chawy Ghase View 240 25,015 27,339 2,534
Chewy Chasa Village B2r 20, BaE G548 8,854
Town of Chavy Chase a2 72584 74,786 6,782
Drusmmand 038 2,796 3,058 260
Frigncship Helghts 083 5,107 6674 EaT
Gajthershurg TOLi2 515892 7,482 55,59
Giarret Park 82 26841 52 2,630
Gkan Echo 1.7 12,581 13,752 1,168
Kenaingian r17 80,108 65,685 5,586
Laytonsville 147 TBTZ 8,604 732
Marting Add#icn pA-} | 16,260 17,07 1.511
Marth Chavy Chase 187 14 424 15,541 1,347
Cabomant Bar 1,988 2,17 185
Pl evills 1628 TZae 122 8848 10,447
Rackdil 13388 Ba4 557 . 1,126,604 isgnz2
Soemaresl 4.24 31,185 34084 =289
Takama Park 1824 1341687 154,754 20,567
Washington Grove 2492 21 483 23,480 1367
TOTAL JI0s 4183 liﬂ_ﬁ.dﬂz 2684 831
s o
Sourcs of Data-
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with Montgomery County police and officers are dispatched directly by the
i Coumnty.

Qriginally, the Task Force recommended a formula based in part on the
current formula used to caleulate the Takoma Park reimbursement which
assumes a ratio of seven police officers for every 6,000 calls. The ratio of total
service calls to municipality first responses is factored in and the police State
aid paid to municipalities is subtracted. However, members of the Task Force
met with County police officials to discuss the County’s internal review of
police services, beat realignments, restructuring of district boundaries and

; reallocation of resources. The Task Force found thar the County does not use

; the number of first response calls made by municipal efficers as a factor in

3 their beat allocation decisions. The Montgomery County police are required to
: provide the same level of service to all residents whether or not they reside in
a municipality. The County asserts that if the municipalities did not provide
police services, the result would be an increase in response time countywide.
Their logic is that while the presence of the municipal police allows the County
police to respond faster or to more complaints, the absence of municipal police
would not significantly change the beat allocation now in effect.

LT T P S

The Task Force agreed that the basis for the reimbursement program should
beé the amount the County would spend to provide a duplicated service rather
than the amount spent by a municipality to provide a service, None of the
municipalities provide all or primary police services within their boundaries.
The County reasons that if the municipalities no longer provided police
services to their residents, the County would expend the same dollar amount
now expended countywide and provide a somewhat lower level of service
countywide. That is, the County police would not necessarily provide the same
level of service that either municipal or other County residents receive today.
Using this reasoning the municipal police services is a supplemental rather
than a duplicated service. Therefore, we recommend no duplication
reimbursement be made ar this fime. However, it is clear that there is a
threshold point, below which the level of service would not be acceptable to
residents. It can be assumed that at that point the County police might need
to provide additional resources (officers, vehicles, etc.) or change their beat
allocation to include first responses by municipal police. The Task Force will
continue to monitor this issue and will propose changes if necessary.

COoDE ENFORCEMENT

The recommended code enforcement reimbursement formula is based on the
net County property tax supported code enforcement expenditures per
dwelling or per parcel. Table 3 includes the anticipated reimbursement to each
Jurisdiction. Due to a recently adopted change in County policy placing most
Wd_f _'Eﬂ-fﬂ_i‘r:eme_ur activities in an enterprise system, no reimbursement is
anticipated after the FY98.
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PARK MAINTENANCE

The park maintenance formula was originally based on a cost accounting
system (labor retrieval system) used by the Maryland-Narional Capitol Park and
Planning Commission (M-NCFPC). In FY&8 the M-NCPPC stopped using the

¢ system. The County has subsequently used the 1988 figure plus an inflator

i (CPI-U for the Washington area) each year to calculate the cost of maintaining

! varigus types of urban parks. Additonal data will be required 1o develop a

: more accurate cost reimbursement formula. There are also questions relared
to which parks operated by municipalities are eligible for reimbursement.
several problems with the current system have been identified.

1. The inflated figures may not be a true reflection of the cost of
maintaining the parks today.

2. The formula accounts only for expenditures and not for offsetting
Teveniles,

3. The crireria for determining which municipal park maintenance
expenditures are reimbursable appears to be unclear and somewhat
inconsistent,

The Task Force recommends that tntil another formula can be developed
the Park Maintenance reimbursement formula should remain as it is.

_ During the next several months the Task Force will look into this issue
and recommend a new formula for park maintenance reimbursement.

#ll other services will continue to be based on the net County property tax
supported expenditures. Municipalities will not be required to submit their
expenditures, but will be required to provide annual certification of eligible
service and workload data necessary for reimbursement for selected services
such as elderly shopping service, senior transportation and crossing guards.

" " The Task Force also recommends that any negotiations related to the Takoma

% _11;3:1'{ consolidation be kept separate from other Tax Duplication Task Force
- issues.

Appendix 7 7-15



Appendix 8: County Attorney Advice on Legal Requirements
y | :

BBJUL 2 mii:ié

: OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ATTORNEY

Isiah Leggett Leon Rodriguez

County Execuitive County Attorney
AMENDED MEMORANDUM
CONFIDENTIAL CLIENT COMMUNICATION
TO: Kathleen Boucher-
. Assistant Chief Administrative Officer
Offices of the County Executive
VIA: " Karen Federman-Henry, Chief

Division of Finance and Procurement

FROM: Scott R. Foncannon )%
Associate County Attorney™—>

DATE: July 1, 2008
RE: County’s obligation for municipal revenue relmbursement for mumc1pa1 police
department services within Montgomery County

This memorandum amends the previous memorandum dated June 6, 2008, on this issue
I was asked to add a reference to Chevy Chase Village to the memorandum.

Issue

You have asked this office to give you a written opinion on whether Montgomery County
is required to reimburse municipalities that have a municipal police force under County law or

grant a tax setoff to those municipalities under state law.

| : . .
For the reasons stated below, Montgomery County is not required to reimburse a
municipality that has a municipal police force or to grant a tax setoff where Montgomery County

also provides pélice department services in the municipality.

n 101 Monroe Street Rockvnlle Maryland 20850-2580
(240) 777-6795 TTD (240) 777-2545 ¢ FAX (240) 777-6705 e scott. funcannon@montgomerycountymd gov
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Kathleen Boucher
Tuly 1, 2008
Page 2

Facts

In January of 2007, the Montgomery County Executive, Isiah Leggett, requested the
formation of a municipal revenue sharing task force (Task Force). As a result of this request, the
Task Force, consisting of both County and municipal representatives, was formed to discuss tax
duplication and revenue sharing issues between the County and the municipalities located within
the County. During the course of discussions among the County representatives on the Task
Force on the issue of revenue sharing with municipalities that had a municipal police force, the
question arose as to whether the-County was legally obligated to make a tax duplication payment
or to grant a tax setoff to the City of Rockville, the City of Gaithersburg, or Chevy Chase Village
under existing County or State law for the cost of their municipal police services. I was advised
that the County provides police services and coverage in all three districts where these
municipalities are located, as if the municipal police departments did not exist and that County
Police Officers are dispatched to calls in all three municipalities. In-addition, the County
provides other law enforcement services to all of these municipalities including, but not limited
to, police recruit training at the County training academy, computerized dispatch, emergency
response team coverage, 911 center operatjons, ¢rime scene and forensic specialist, crime lab
services and special investigation divisions. In light of the fact that the County provides police
services in these municipalities, the question was asked whether, based on the language of the
County Code and the State Code, the County is legally required to make any reimbursement to
the municipalities for the police department services provided by these municipalities.

Legislative History of Tax Duplication Payments

Since the 1950°s there have been statewide discussions about State and local legislation
o create tax duplication payments by Counties to municipalities. In 1972 the County Council
commissioned a study to determine the service areas where tax duplication might exist, calculate
the estimated overlap, develop alternatives to overcome duplication and to determine the fiscal
impact on both the County and the municipalities. This report concluded, among other things,
that tax duplication was limited primarily to street maintenance. In 1973 Montgomery County
enacted Chapter 30A of the Montgomery County Code that established a “program to reimburse
municipalities ...for those public services provided by municipalities which would otherwise be
provided by the County government.” This code section has remained unchanged since 1973.

In 1977 the County Council established a joint Task Force on County-Municipal
Financial Relationships to exarnine the formula used to provide payments to the municipalities.
The Task Force report revised the formula for municipal rebates and the County Council
established a new procedure for reimbursement to the municipalities by resolution dated October
17,1978. A similar task force was appointed by the County Council in 1981 and again in1995 to
study and review tax duplication issues and to report their findings to the Council. One of the
findings of the 1995 Task Force concluded that “Municipal police services provided were
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Kathleen Boucher
July 1, 2008
Page 3

determined to be supplemental warranting no reimbursement.”

Meanwhile in 1975 the State passed tax duplication legislation that is now codified in
Section 6-305 of the Tax-Property Article, Annotated Code of Maryland. The original text of the
law applied to Montgomery County and was permissive. In 1985 the State revised the law and
made it mandatory that the Courity grant a “Tax Setoff” to municipalities to “aid the municipal
corporation in funding services or programs that are similar to county services or programs.”
TP§6-305(a)(2). Under State law the County is required to consider “the services and programs
that are performed by the municipal corporation instead of similar county services and
programs;...” TP§6-305(d)(1).

Further details of the legislative history appear in a memorandum dated August 30, 2002,
from this Office to the Director, Office of Management and Budget. The memorandum is
attached for your reference.

Statutory Instruction and Interpretation

The Appellate courts in the State of Maryland have repeatedly explained that the goal of
statutory construction is to discern and effectuate the legislature’s intent. The Maryland Court of
Special Appeals summarized these rules in Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
Commission v. State Depart., 110 Md. App. 677, 688, 678 A.2d 602, 607 (1996):

Ever mindful of our desire to discern and effectuate the General
Assembly’s intent, Oaks. v. Connors, 339 Md. 24, 35, 660 A.2d 423
(1965), we examine the language of the enactment and give to the
language its natural and ordinary import, Montgomery County v.
Buckman, 333 Md. 516, 523, 636 A.2d 228 (1994). If the language
is plain and free from ambiguity and expresses a definite and
sensible meaning, we will, ordinarily, end our inquiry. /d. We are
not, however, rigidly bound to the precepts of the “plain meaning”
rule. Department of Gen. Servs. v. Harmans Assocs. Ltd.
Partnership, 98 Md. App. 535, 545, 633 A.2d 939 (1993). Where
the General Assembly has chosen not to define a term used in a
statute, we will give that term its ordinary and natural meaning and
will not resort to the subtle or forced interpretations for the purpose of
extending or limiting the operation of the statute. Brown v. State,
285 Md. 469, 474, 403 A.2d 788 (1979). Furthermore, we

examine the entire statutory scheme and consider the purpose
behind the particular statute before us. Department of Public

Safety v. Howard, 339 Md. 357, 369, 663 A.2d 74 (1995).
Cognizant that the language of the statute is the foundation from
which our inquiry commences, we also review legislative history
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|
: and the prior state of law, and conterplate the particular evil,
abuse, or defect that the General Assembly wished to remedy with
the enactment of the statute at issue. Lemley v. Lemley, 102

Md. App. 266, 290, 649 A.2d 1119 (1994). Moreover, the
examination of related statutes is not beyond our reach. GEICO v.
Insurance Comm’r, 332 Md. 124, 132, 630 A.2d 713 (1993).

To ascertain the legislative intent, the Court examines “the language of the enactment and
gives that language its natural and ordinary meaning.” Montgomery County v. Buckman, 333
Md. 516, 523, 636 A.2d 448, 452 (1994). Where no ambiguity exists, no further review is
needed. Ard where a specific definition does not appear in the statute, the court will apply the
ordinary -and natural meaning of the word. Brown v. State, 285 Md. 469, 474, 403 A.2d 788, 791
'(1979). In applying statutory construction principles, the appellate court may refer to dictionary
definitions and common usage. Id. See also Benson v. State, 389 Md. 615, 634-635, 887 A.2d
525, 536 (2005); Board of License Commissioners for Prince George'’s County v. Global
Express, 168 Md. App. 339, 348, 896 A.2d 432, 437.(2006). Often the entire statutory scheme
. becomes relevant to consider the purpose behind the statute. Comptroller v. Phillips, 384 Md.
583, 591, (2005).

In this case both the State and the County have enacted laws relating to the same topic-
reimbursement of funds to municipalities for duplication of services. When interpreting similar
statutes adopted by State and local governments it is important to consider whether a conflict
between the two laws exists and, if so, the effect of that conflict. The Maryland Courts have
recognized the concurrent power of the State and a political subdivision to enact laws regulating
the same topic, providing there is no irreconcilable conflict between the two and the State has not
chosen to preempt the entire field. Baltimore v. Sitnick, 254 Md. 303 (1969). Generally, a local
law is “preempted by conflict when it prohibits an activity which is intended to be permitted by
State law, or permits an activity which is intended to be prohibited by State law.” Coalition for
Open Doors v. Annapolis Lodge No. 622 Benevolent and Protective Orders of Elks, 333 Md. 359
(1964). :

When the State legislature passes a law, it is presumed to have knowledge of its prior
enactments, State v. Briker, 321 Md. 86 (1990), as well as all other relevant enactments, Cicoria
v. State, 332 Md. 2 (1993), and to have knowledge of appellate Court interpretations. State v.
Sowell, 353 Md. 719 (1999).

Principles of statutory construction also require that when construing statutes that relate
to the same topic “those statutes must be read together, interpreted with reference to one another,
and harmonized, to the extent possible, both with each other and with other provisions of the
- statutory scheme; neither statute should be read to render the other, or any portion of it,
meaningless, surplusage, superfluous, or nugatory.” Geico v. Insurance Commissioner, 332 Md.
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124 (1993). In the event there is a conflict and the conflict cannot be harmonized or reconciled,
the superior authority, in this case the State law, will prevail. City of Baltimore v. Sitnick, supra.
Discussion
: A.  To qualify for tax duplication payments under County Law, the service must
not actually be provided by the County in the municipality.

Section 30A-2 of the Montgomery County Code lists four conditions that must be met to
qualify for tax duplication payments:

—t

The municipality provides the services to its residents and taxpayers;

2. The service would be provided by the County if it were not provided by
the municipality;

3. The service is not actually provided by the County within the
municipality; and

4. The comparable County services finded from tax revenues derived

partially from taxpayers in the participating municipality.

Condition 3 requires that the service provided by the municipality is “not actually
provided by the County within the municipality.” Section 30A-2, Montgomery County Code.
The word “actually” is not otherwise defined in this Section or elsewhere in the Code, so the
ordinary and natural meaning of the word will be applied. The word “actnally” is defined in
Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary, 150™ Anniversary Edition, 1981 as “in act and in fact,
really, at the present moment, in point of fact, in truth.”(p.12) The ordinary and natural meaning
of the word “actually” in the context of Section 30A-2(3), plainly and clearly states that in order
to qualify for reimbursement, the' County does not really or in point of fact provide the services.
As described above, the County does in point of fact and actually provide police services in both
Rockville and Gaithersburg. This interpretation is supported by the plain language of Section
30A-2(2) as well, which states the service “would be provided by the County if it were not
provided by the municipality,” again suggesting that only under those circumstances where the
County does not provide the service is the County required to reimburse the municipality. The
plain language of this section and the natural and ordinary meaning of the word “actually”
clearly indicate that, if the County is providing police services within the municipality, then the

" County is not required to reimburse the municipality.

B. | To qualify for a tax setoff under TP§6-305, the municipality must perform
services and programs in place of similar services and programs performed by the County.
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In order to qualify for a tax setoff or payment to a municipality, TP§6-305(c) requires a
municipality to demonstrate that the municipality “performs services or programs instead of
similar County services or programs.” The words “instead” or “instead of”” are.not otherwise
defined in this section or elsewhere in the Code, so the ordinary and natural meaning of the
words will be applied. The word “instead” is defined as “1. as a substitute or equivalent; 2. as
an alternative to something expressed or implied.” And the plirase “instead of” is also defined as
“a substitute for or alternative to.” Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary, 150 Anniversary
Edition, 1981. (p. 593) '

The ordinary and natural definition of these words in the context of the statute states that,
unless the municipal service or programs are in place of or a substitute for similar County
services or programs, the municipality does not qualify for a tax setoff or other payment. In this

" case, because the County continues to provide a variety of police services within these
municipalities, the County is not required to provide a tax setoff. The plain language of the
section, together with the ordinary and natural definitions of the words, limits the payment by the
County to only those situations where no County services are provided within the municipality.
Because the language is not ambiguous, further review or analysis is not required.

C. The State law and County law concerning tax duplication payments are not

After review of the requirement of the Couity law that the County not “actually”
provides service and the requirement of State law that the municipality provide the service
“instead of” the County, it is my opinion that these provisions are similar and harmonious with
each other and do not present a conflict that requires ofie to have priority over the other. Both
requiremernts plainly state that the reimbursement or tax setoff is only required if the County
does not provide the service within the municipalities. The facts indicate that the County is
providing police services to Gaithersburg, Rockville and Chevy Chase Village.

Conclusion

Consistent with the statutory construction principles that require the State and Courty
laws to be read in harmony whenever possible, both of these laws require that the reimbursement
or tax setoff is appropriate only where the County does not provide any police services within the
municipality. The facts indicate that the County provides police services to all three of these
municipalities. Therefore, under both the County law and the State law, the County is not legally
obligated to reimburse the municipalities for those police services.

SRF:jq |
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ATTORNEY

Douglns M, Dnean Charles W, Thampson, Jr.
County Evecufive Cannly Aitarray
MEMORANDUM
TO: Fobert K. Kendal, Director
Office of Management and Budget
¥la: Marc P'. Hansen, Chief

Greneral Counsel Division

FROM: Betty M. Ferber
Associate County Allorney

DATE: Aupust 30, 2002
RE: Municipal Tax Duplication Payments

You have asked us to review the State (Property Tax Duplication) and County (Municipal
Revenue Sharing) laws that govem centain payments by the County granted (o municipal
corporations in Monigomery County. You indicate that the current eppropriation for municipal
tax duplication/revenue sharing payments iz nearty 55 million and that a reduction in payments,
to excchude the County income tax revenue in caleulating the amount due 1o the municipalities,
would save the County approximately $2.5 million.

You azk whether payvments made under the County Municipal Revenus Program, Chapter
30A of the Montgomery County Code, may be reduced by the portion of the County income tax
revenue that is currently distributed to municipalities under Tax-General Article, Section 2-607,
and whether Chapter 30A limits County payments 1o the portion of County general revenue
derived from property taxes.

You also ask whether Tax Property Article, Section 6-305, Annotated Code of Maryland,
contemplated that the tax set-off required fo be granted by the County to municipalitics may be
limited to that portion of County general revenue fund derived from property taxes.'

! Propesty tax includes tax imposed on both real amd personal propenty

101 Mommoe Strest, Reckville, Maryland 20850-2540 = i (e, e LS « Z40-TT7-6743
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RESPONSE

1. The legislative history of Chapter 304 suggests that the drafiers assumed that the
increase in municipal property taxes that would have to be raised from o municipality's residents
te pay for a service performed by the municipality in lieu of the service being provided by the
County —, i.e., the amount that the municipality sought to have reimbursed - was already
reduced by the income tax distributed to the municipality under the State income tax distribution
law,

2, State law would rot prevent the County from limiting the payment made to a
municipality to the portion of the County’s general revenue fund derived from property taxes
collected from the municipalitics and used 1o fund County services, However, Stale law only sels
a baseline payment 1o a municipality and does not preclude a county from providing a more
generous payment to its municipalities if the payments serve a public purpose.

3. Chapter 304 does noi limit tax duplication peyments to the portion of the County's
general revenue fund derived from property taxes eollected from the municipalities and uged 10
fund County services. In fact, Chapter 30A and its legislative history indicate that the payment o
each municipality is intended to retarn to each municipality "an ameunt equal 1o the estimated
duplicated taxes paid by its residents for eligible services,"” i.e. an emount measured by the
additional taxes required 1o be raised by a municipality to fund the service.

4, Resolution 13-650, which is currently used to implement Chapler 304, provides that
the amount due & municipality is determined by caleulafing the County's cost for performing an
eligible service. The resolution ignores ane prong of the calculation envisioned under Chapter
30A -- the amount a municipality pays for an eligible service with municipal tax revenues
ipenerally the municipal real property tax). Therefore, Resolution 13-650 may result in a
payment that exceeds that called for under Chapter 30A. We note however, that the Council may
appropriate funds for the use of municipalities in excess of the amounts contemplated by cither
the Couniy revenue sharing or state tax duplication laws if the Council finds that the
appropriation is in the public interest.

BACKGROUND

A, Siate Income Tax Distribution Law

A provision distibuting a percentage of County income tax to municipalities within its
beundaries has heen part of State law since 1937, The Report of the Maryland Tax Revision
Commission of 1939, in discussing the history of this provision, indicates that before 1937 there
existed an "intangibles tax.” Two-thirds of this tax was retained locally and the remainder paid
1o the State. The Report states that "when the imtangibles wx was abolished, it was necessary to
compensate the localities for the revenue loss, The method adopted was (o allocate one-fourth of
the collections from the individual income tax 1o the localitics in which the laxpayers

2
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respectively reside, this including a share of the tax on ordinary income as well as on investment
Inoime."

The local distribution provision in the 1939 law provided in relevant part:

258 (Distribution of Tax.) *** one -fourth (1/4) of the taxes collected under this sub-litle
from individual residents of the various counties of the State shall be paid over and
distributed by the Comptroller to the County Commissioners of the respective counties
in which such taxpayers reside; but in the case of a taxpayer residing in an incorporated
city, town r village of any county, one-fourth (1/4) of the tax collected from such
texpayer shall be equally divided between the incorporated city, iown or village, and the
county in which such faxpayer resides.

Under Section 2-607, Tax-General Article, the Comptroller is required to distribute to
each municipal corporation, (with some limitations) the greater of "17% of the county income
tax liability of [its] *** residents, or 0.37% of the Maryland taxable income of those
residents, *** "

B. Tax Duplication Law = General

In: aceordance with Tax-Property Article, Section 6-303, and Chapter 304 of the
Montgomery County Code, the County reimburses municipalities within the County for services
the municipalities provide to their residents, which would otherwise be provided by the County.
The principle umderlying the reimbursement is that County residents who are also residents of a
municipality pay not only County property taxes, but additional municipal property taxes.
However, they receive certain services only from the municipality. A tax inequity or double
taxation occurs, when the resident is taxed twace — onee by the County for o service the property
owner does nol receive from the County and once by the municipality which does provide the
service. In some counties in the State this incquity is rectified by a fax differential under which
the county property tax For municipal residents is set at a lower rate than the county property tax
fior property owners in unincorporated arcas. In other counties, such as Montgomery County, &
payment is made to the municipality rather than to the individual taxpayer fo reimburse the
municipality for the property tax collected from ils residents to pay for the municipal services.

In Maryland there have been efforts since at least the early 1950s, spearheaded by the
Maryland Municipal League (and at various limes opposed by the Maryland Assosiation of
Counties), io cnact legislation on hoth the State and at the local levels (o create & property tax
differential or payment in lieu of a tax differential by the counties 1o the municipalities. These
efforts resulted in legislation that was enaeted in Montgomery County in 1973 and at the State
level in 19735,

£ Cm T 1t K
Chapter 30A, Section 30A-1, of the Montgomery Counly Code, which has been

unchanged since passage in 1973, establishes a "program to reimburse municipalities * * * for
3
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those public services provided by the municipalities which would otherwise be provided by the
County government.” Section 30A-2 provides that municipal public services qualify for the
reimbursement if 17 the municipality provides the service, 2) the service would be provided by
the County if not provided by the municipality, 3) the service is not provided by the County in
the municipality, and 4) "the comparable County service is funded from tax revenues derived
partially from taxpayers in the participating municipality.” Section 30A-3 provides that subject
to appropriation of funds by the County Council, "each participating municipality shall be
reimbursed by an amount determined by the County Exccutive to approximate the amount of
municipal tax revenues required to fund the eligible service,” (Emphasis supplied.) Section 30A
further provides that the cap on the amount of the reimbursement is "the amount the County
Executive estimates the County would expend if it were providing the services.” Chapter 30A
provides a tax differential for Takomn Park only.?

The lezislative history for Chapter 30A reveals thal a "Municipal Revenue Program” was
proposed by County Executive James P. Gleason in May 1973, In September of 1972 M.
Gleason had the County Budget and Research Section undertake a study to determine the service
areas where tax duplication might exist, caleulate the estimated overlaps or duplication, develop
alternatives o overcome duplications, and determine the fiscal impact on both the County and
the municipalities of the various altematives,

The Final Report on the Montgomery County Municipal Revenue Program, dated May
24, 1973 (Final Report), concluded that tax duplication was limited primarily to streel
maintenance work. In determining the service areas where tax duplication existed, certain
activities were excluded. For example, mmunicipal government activities were excluded because
they were considered a basic requirement for citizens wanting their own local govemment. Also
only municipal services which correspond to tax-supported County services were eligible since
municipal residents’ property taxes were not used to pay for ceriain self-supporiing County
activities, such as garbage collection and animal contral. The services which were eligible for
reimbursement thus were only municipal serviees which correspond to County General Fund-
financed services.

In calculating the estimated tax duplication or overlap, the Final Report defined "tax
duplication” to mean "that amount of local funds that municipalities must raise from their own
pesources 1o provide the County leve] of services within their boundaries.” The Final Report
explains that to reach this figure, total municipal expendituses for the eligible services were
compiled and then certain deductions were made.  These deduetions included certain "shared
revenues” that municipalities were entitled 1o receive which, if the municipalities were not in
existence, would otherwise po to the County. Onc group of these revenues included State-shared
gasoling tax and motor vehicle registration revenue, which the Report noted were ear-marked for
use on street-related services, The other proup of these shared revenues included " portion of

ty-shared income laxes, traders’ permit foes” and other taxes, "all of which may be used
as municipalities choose, [and] are distribuled to municipalities nstead of to the County.”

“Ihie section in Chapter 30A providing a tax differential for Takoma Park was added in 1986 and revised in 1998.

4
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{Emphasis added.) The Final Report noted that the  sharing of these revenues with
muynigipalities reduces the funds that must be raised from local sourges for strect-related services,
and in effect represents a retum o municipalities of all or a portion of the County taxes their

residents pay for the County level of those same services. Therefore, to derive the met
expenditures for the services in question, applicable partions of car-marked and other shared
revenues were subtracted from total expenditures for those services.” (Emphasis supplied.)’

Another caleulation that the Final Report concluded must be made to determine the tax
duplication is one that takes into account the diseconomies resulting from the municipalities
smaller size and any supplementary levels of service. The Final Report recognized that the
availability of accurate data from the County and the municipalities to enable them to make these
caleulations would be very difficult to come by, Therefore the Final Report recommended, as an
aliemative to overcoming the duplication, that after determining the municipality’s net
expenditures {i.e., after reducing its expenditures by the deductions for shared revenucs), the net
expenditures should be further reduced by one-third, an amount which is "azsumed to represent
the portion of net expenditures related fo the diseconomies of scale or supplemental levels of
service.” As a further aliernative the Final Report recommended that "these calculations
notwithstanding, & minimum grant of §1,000 be proposed.

The initial version of the proposed new law made clear that the amount that was to be
reirmbursed to the municipality is "the amount which a municipality must raise from its own
taxes o provide the eligible services.”

In the cover memorandum which accompanied the Final Report, Mr. Gleason states that
the goal of the program is for the County to "return annually to each municipalily an amount
equal to the estimated duplicated taxes paid by its residents for eligible services.”

. Siate Tax Duplication Law

Two years later, in 1973, the State tax duplication law was first cnacted as Article 81,
Section 32A, * That first version of the law, which was applicable to Montgomery County, was
not mandatory, but permissive, allowing counties to levy a tax on properly within a municipal
corperation at o rate less than the general county property tax rate, "if the municipal corporation
performs governmental services or programs in lieu of similar county governmental services or
programs.” State law provided that in establishing the tax rate, "the county may take inlg
account the governmental services and programs which the municipal corporations perform in
liew of similar county povernmental services and programs and the extent that the similar

T illmstrate, if the cost to the municipality of providing sirees mainienance is $17,000 and the municipality
recelved $14,000 in State-shared pas imx and £2,000 in shared mneome i, then the municipality's net experdihne
for the service 13 51,000 ard it st only raise enough property tax to cover the 51,000 expense. That 5100
expenditare constitutes il tax duplication and is the amount which the County Munizipal Revenue Program wad

designed 1o reimburse. Sew |
* Bofore 1975 State law required two counties, Harford and Anne Amindel, to provide a 12x differeatial s thein

musicipalities, Section 6-307, Tax-Property Article,
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services and programs are funded through property tax revenues." (Emphasis supplied.} The law

further provided that "in lieu of a lesser rate of county property tax, the "county may make a
payment to the municipal corporations W assist the municipal corperations in funding
governmenial services or programs which the municipal corporations perform in lieu of similar
County services or programs.” (Emphasis supplied.)

In 1977 only four counties provided any tax setoff to their municipalities. Harford and
Anne Arundel provided & tax rate differential and Montgomery and Prince George's provided a
rehate program. By 1984 four counties (Anne Arundel, Charles, Harford, and Prince George's)
provided a tax differential and seven counties {Calveri, Caroline, Carroll, Dorchester, Frederick,
Montgomery and Queen Anne's) provided rebates.

In 1985 when the Tax-Property Article was enacted, Article 81, Section 32A was divided
into two sections - Section 6-305, which was mandatory, and Section 6-306, which remained
permissive, Section 6-303, which specifically applied to Montgomery County and seven other
counties {Allegheny, Anne Arundel, Baltimore County, Garrett, Harford, Howard, and Prince
George's),” required these counties to provide a tax selofT if a municipal corporation
demonstrated that it performs certain services in lieu of similar county services or programs,
whereas all other counties, covered under Section 6-306, were given the option of providing such
a setoff but were not required to do so. In all other respects the language of both provisions
remained nearly identical o the original language of the 1975 law,

A change to Section 6-305 oceurred in 1998 when House Bill 216 added the term ™lax
Setoff” which was defined to mean cither o tax differential or "a payment to a municipal
corporation to aid the municipal corporation in funding services or programs that arc stmilar o
county services of programs.” House Bill 216 also added a formalized process for
eounty/municipal tax setofl deliberations, under which any municipality that submils a timely
request for a tax setolf will be entitled to a structured and timely discuzsion with appropriate
county officials about the nature of the requested tax setoff.* A county and municipality may use
an alternative process 1o address tax setoffs, if one is mutually agreed upon. However, the basic
language regarding the setting of the tax rate has not changed in any significant way. The
operative provision sill reads;

In determining the county property tax rate to be st for assessments of property
in a municipal corporation, the goveming body of the counly may consider:
{17 the services and programs that are performed by the municipal corporation
instead of similar county services and programs; and

* In 1999 Frederick County was added 1o s Liss,

® The process detailed in the logislation provides that any municipality may ubmin to the county a request for 8
property tax setaff, which must include # justification for the request and supporting linancial date, and the county
must provide Ananeial and ather infarmation to the municipality, hold o meeting te discuss tax serndT issues, and
suhmit & stasement of intent to e municipality regording the setoff request; the manicipality may discuss or contest
the sebofT as part of the county's budget process.
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{2) the extent that the similgr services and programs are funded by propery tax
lE‘r'l:I:II-D:&._|
(Emphasis supplied.)

As was the case for the original law, Section 6-305(G)(1) provides that counties and
municipalities "may enter into an agreement setting different terms or timing for negoliations,
ealculations or approval of a tax set-off."

State law does not set forth any formula for computing either the tax differential or
payment but leaves it to each county to determine the tax rate or payment based upon the concept
that municipalities are entitled 1o some aid or assistance from the county to compensate them for
the additional amounts they collect from their citizens, The amount of the payment is not
required to be measured by either the municipalities’ costs or the county's costs.

In 1998 15 of the 22 counties with municipalities provided some type of setoff. Five
provided only a differential, nine provided only a rebate, and two (Montgomery and Prince
George's) provided both a differential and & rebate.

E. ures for Determining which Expenditures of Montgomery County Municipalitics
are Reimburs/ the Amount of i for Each igipali

Since enactment of Chapter 30A, the County practice for determining what municipal
expenditures will be reimbursed and the procedures for reimbursing each municipality has been
established in a series of Resolutions. The Municipal Revenue Program bepan providing what
initially were characterized a8 "rebates” to the municipalities in 1974,

In 1977 the County Council established a joint Task Force on County-Municipal
Financiul Relationships to examine the formula used to provide the rebates. The Report that the
Task Force issued in September of 1978 revised the formula for the rmumicipal rebate program,
By Resolution 8-2222, dated October 17, 1978, the County Couneil established a new procedure
for reimbursing each municipality for street-related expenditures, beginning in fscal year 1979,
The revised formula provided each municipality with a grant per street mile based on the cost o
the Courty for strect maintenance in unineorporated arcas.

It was soon apparent that adjustments again needed 1o be made to the formula for strect-
related expenditures, and that municipalities should also receive reimbursement for certain police
services and for code enforcement services, The County Council, by Resolution 9-1492, sdopted
Oetober 13, 1981, and Resolution 9-1514, adopted October 20, 1981, reestablished and
appointed & Task Force on County Municipality Finaneial Relationships.?

" Bection 6-305(d).

¥ The 1982 Task Foree stated that its guiding principles were the following:

I. The service provided by o municipality bad fo be one that wos provaded in lew of being provided by the County.
7. The reimbissemant was 1o be limited to the amount the County would expend if it were providing the service.

7
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This Task Force issued a Beport recommending certain revisions to the County's
Municipal Revenve Program, which recommendations were accepted by Resolution 9-1752,
adopted April 27, 1982, These revisions included changing the formula for reimbursement of
strect-related expenditures, adding reimbursement for police services, and including a county
reimbursement program for code expenditures such s zoning, housing, animal control, and
constrction code enforeement. The County also agreed to reimburse two cities for consumer
affairs and human relations services, The Report established that the payments should be the
lower of the amount the County would expend or the actual expenditure by the municipality for
the service. It also made clear that the calculations for each year should be based upon the
County"s and each municipality’s actual audited expenditures for the prior fiscal year.

In March 19495 the County Executive appointed County and municipal representatives io
serve on the Montgomery County Task Foree to Study the Municipal Tax Duplication
Reimbursement Program. The Task Force was directed to review and make recommendations to
improve procedures and formulas used to determine the amount of the reimbursements. The
municipalities felt that the caleulations they had to make to obtain 4 reimbursement were
exiremely comples.  The goals of the Tesk Force included simplifying the caleulations
necessary to determine the amount of a reimbursement, and providing greater prediclability 1o
the municipalities regarding what they eould expeet o receive from the County.

“The Tusk Force made the following recommendations, which were approved by the
County Couneil in Resolution 13-650, adopted September 10, 1996:

1. Payments should be made once per year based on the prior fiscal year expenditures.

2. Municipalities would no longer be required to submit expenditures. Reimbursement smounts
would in future be based on what the County would have spent had the County performed the
service in the municipality.

3. Transportation payments in future would be based on the following formula:

a Determine the cost of County road maintenance per mile.
bh. Determine the percentage of the County expenditures that could ke, and theoretically are,
peid for with property tax revenues, subtracting oul any off-setting non-tax Tevenues.”

4, Municipal police services provided were determined to be supplemental warranting no
reimbursement.

1, The reimbursernent was 1o be for property tx duplication, and therefore, iz limited to expenses (inanced with
property tax revenues paid by all County taxpayers.

¥ T demonstrate how this operates, the Task Farce Jooked at fiscal vear 1995 expenclitures ard determined the
amaunt of the applicable off-setting non-tax revenues, ie. Highway User Revenues and Miscellaneous sources,
which aecounted for abowt 38.3 % of the tatal eligible expenditures. Therefore, the Task Force explained, * the net
Coumty property tay fiunded cost is 61.7% of the il expenditures in fiscal year 19957 The Task Farce farther
explained thai it recegnized that this percentage will change anmually depending upon the Highway User Revenues
received, tlse amoum of other miscellansous fees and charges and the size of the County road maistenanes badget.
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5. The code enforcement reimbursement formula should be based on the net County property
tax supporied code enforcement expenditures per dwelling or parcel.

6. Park maintenance should be reimbursed under the same formula previously used.

7. Reimbursement of all other services should continue 1o be based on the net County property
tax supported expenditures. Munieipalities will not be required 1o submit their expenditures,
but will be required to provide annual certification of eligible service and worklowd data
mecessary for reimbursement for sclected services such as elderly shopping service, senior
transportation and crossing guands.,

The 1996 Report repeatedly refiers 1o the "net County property tax supported expenditures,”
What did the term mean to the Task Force? When using that term the Task Force appeared 1o
mean the County’s actual cost of providing the service, less any "applicable, off-setting non-tax
revenues," such as Highway User Revenues, but subtracting out nothing more. (See the
discussion reparding the transportation expense in the Task Foree report. )

Tt is cvident that the intent of the Task Force and the County Council in adopting the Task
Force's Repaort, was no longer to adhere to any specific technical formula, but to reimburse the
municipalities for their cosis generally. The 1996 Besolution and the Task Force
recommendations which it adopted, changed the formula from the previous system, where
payments to the municipalities were the lesser of what the County would have spent or whal the
municipalitics actually did spend 1o a more simplified, "tecretical” formula, based entirely on
what the County was spending thronghout the County and therefore would have spent had it
performed the service within the boundaries of the municipality. Under the system adopted in
1906 the municipalities are no longer required 1o submit their actual expenditures.

DSCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Municipalities assess taxpayers within their jurisdictions mn additional amount over the
amount which they are assessed a3 County residents. This additional amount is used to fund the
service provided by the municipality which atherwise would be provided by the County.
Chapter 30A propases to reimburse the municipalities for this amount.

Although Section 6-305, Tax-Properiy Aricle, roguires ceriain counties to either adjist
an eligible municipality’s tax rale or make a paymeni to the municipality, the law gives broad
dizereiion to the counties o determine whether to provide a tax differential or make a payment as
well ag broad discretion to determine how to calenlate the differential or the payment. 11 hixs not
sef forih any formula for computing the taee differential or payment, but has left that calculation
1o each county. It is within the discretion of each county whether to make a precise caleulation
or provide o payment which approximates the cost of the duplicated service or to be more
ECNETOUE.

Two years before the State enacted its law, Montpomery County chose to provide a
reimbursement to its municipalities for the services they provide that would otherwise be
provided by the County povernment, While Chapier 304 was enacted to provide relief from
perecived property tax ineguities, it makes no speeific reference to property taxes, The

9
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legislative history of Chapter 304 sugpests that the County Executive who proposed the
legislation and the County Council that enacted it had in mind a program that would reimburse
the municipalities the amount they had to reise from thedr citizens to provide the County level of
services within their boundaries. The County Executive’s Final Report recognized how
theoretically the tax duplication could be calculated, but also recopnized the difficulty of
implementing a system that applied that complex caleulation to come up with the precise tax
duplication every year. The legislation as passed provides that cach municipality “shall be
reimbursad by an amount determined by the County Execulive to gpproximate the amount of
municipal tax revenues required 1o fund the gligible services. The amount of the reimbursement
shall be limited 1o the amount the County Executive gstimates the County would expend iF it
were providing the services,” (Emphasis supplied.) This language suggests that the County
Council did not amticipaie that it was even possible to amve at anything other than an improcise
amount for the reimbursement.

The acteal formulas and procedures for making payments to municipalities in
Montgomery County were nol contained in Chapter 30A, but in the Resolutions that the County
Council approved since enactment of Chapter 304, in 1978, 1982, and 1996, In each of these
years the County Council has had an opportunity to revisit the legislation, and the formulas and
procedurcs used o justify the payments to municipalities. By approving each Task Foree's
Report in these Resolutions, the County Council has in effect approved the methods used over
the years for caleulating the payments, and determined that those methods were consistent with
Chapter 304 and its legislative intent.

During, ihe firsi tweniy years after the County legislation was enacted, the County
Council Resolutions indicate that the poal was to develop caleulations that would result in a
figure that represented the actual costs bome by the municipalities. However, over time, il
became apparent that this goal was far too complicated Lo achieve, and in 1996 it was essentially
abandoned when the County Council adopted Resolution 13-650, and the measure of the cost to
the municipalities was the cost to the County,

County law and the Resolutions passed by the County Couneil implementing County law
authorize a County rebate or reimbursement program in which County payments will roughly
equal the amount of local funds that municipalities musi raise o provide the County level of
serviee within the municipalities' boundaries, capped only by the amount the County would
spend if it were providing the service.

It can not be disputed that the goal of the legislation was (o "relum annually to cach
municipality an amount equal 1o the estimated duplicated taxes paid by its residents for eligible
services," ond the legislation as enacted provides that "each participating municipality shill be
reimbursed by an amount determined by the eounty executive to approximate the amount of
municipal tax revenues required to fund the eligible services." In other wonds, the measure of
the reimbursement is (he additional property taxes that must be raised by the municipality o
cover the cost of the service,  See foolnode 3, supra.

1]
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Technically we do not believe that the emount of the County’s cost for an eligible service
may be limited to the portion attributed 1o the property tax because certain ather County taxes are
imposed on municipal taxpayers such as the real property transfer tax and the fuel energy tax.

We hope this is responsive to your request. I you have any questions or concerns, please
do not hesitate o conlact us.
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Appendix 9: “ Discussion of Municipal Tax Duplication Methodol ogies”
by Chuck Sherer, Task Force Member
November 5, 2007

Municipal tax duplication payments are based on State and County law, both of
which are appendices in this report. There are at least two methods for calculating the
payments. Both methods start by calculating the net County cost to provide the service
(total cost minus non County revenues, such as State aid and user fees). If a service were
funded entirely by non-County revenue, then the net County cost is zero, so there is no
basis for reimbursement since there is no tax duplication, and the County does not save
any County taxes by not providing the service in the municipalities.

Method I calculates the amount of tax duplication directly. Method Il calculates
the net County cost per unit of service (such as road miles maintained) and multiplies by
the number of units the municipality serves. Road cost will be used to illustrate.

Method I. Based on Statelaw The County has always used some variation of method
I1, but method I is an option consistent with State law (see attachment, Tax Property
Article, section 6-305). The State requires the County to meet [annually] with the
municipalities. “After the meeting if it can be demonstrated that a municipal corporation
performs services or programs instead of similar county services or programs, the
governing body of the county shall grant a tax setoff to the municipal corporation.”

The “tax setoff” can be a lower property tax rate for the residents in the
municipality or a payment from the County to the municipal corporation. The County
has always given a payment, not a lower rate. State law does not specify how the
counties should calculate the amount of reimbursement, but does say that “the governing
body of the county shall consider:

(1) the services and programs that are performed by the municipal corporation
instead of similar county services and programs; and

(2) the extent that the similar services and programs are funded by property tax
revenues.”

The above section specifies that the municipality must perform the service to get
a reimbursement, and implies that the amount of reimbursement is the portion of the
County service that is funded by property taxes from residents in the municipalities. In
FYO06, property tax was 35% of General Fund taxes, so property tax funds 35% of the net
County cost (Net County cost = Total County cost - non-County revenues, such as State
and Federal aid, and user fees.)
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In summary, to get a reimbursement or lower tax rate:
e The law says that the municipality must provide the service that the County does not
provide (see 8c on page 6).

e The law implies that the municipality and the County must fund the service partly by
property tax revenues (see 8d on page 6).

FY06 % of
General Fund Revenue Amount total So, if the County’s
Property tax $782,131,830 | 35.0% Qﬁtn"gif (rg‘t’tar'e‘\’/oesnt r:;;l:c?
County Income Tax 1044561,989 | 46.8% | oY e o
Real Property Transfer Tax 145,478,479 6.5% | is $5.000, then the
Energy Tax 117,381,196 5.3% | property tax funded
Recordation Tax 96,239,932 4.3% | portion of that cost is
Telephone Tax 29,176,263 1.3% | $1,750 (35% of $5,000).
Hotel/Motel Tax 15,869,779 0.7% What isthe rationale f
Admissions Tax 2,365,311 0.1% mur?lic:Sal (tegxa longte Tor
municipal tax
Total taxes $2,233,204,779 100.0% duplication payments,

and how much should the payments be?

1. Residents of municipalities pay a property tax to their municipality and also pay
the General Fund property tax to the County. Property tax is the only duplicate
tax, levied by both the County and by municipalities.

2. Most of the General Fund property tax that municipal residents pay to the County
is used to fund services the County provides to the municipal residents, such as
the public schools and the community college, fire and rescue services, health and
human services, libraries, and police for most municipalities.

3. However, a small part of the General Fund property tax that municipal residents
pay to the County is used to fund services the County does not provide to the
residents, because the municipality provides the services. This portion of their
payment to the County is a duplicate property tax payment. There are no other
duplicate tax payments, so there is no rationale for reimbursing the portion of net
County cost funded by other taxes.

4. Because the municipal residents are paying the County for some services the
County does not provide to these residents, State law requires the County to do
one of the following: a) set a lower General Fund property tax rate for the
residents in a municipality; or b) reimburse the municipal government for the
amount of property tax (the duplicate property tax).

Appendix 9 9-2



5. Reimbursements are for services described in #3 above. The most expensive such
service is maintaining roads. The amount of duplicate property tax to be
reimbursed is calculated as follows (revenues and costs are in the General Fund):

a.

f.

Determine the total cost the County incurs to provide the service (such as
road maintenance) and subtract any non-County revenues, such as State
aid and user fees, to get the net County cost. The net County cost is
funded by County taxes. In FY06, the net County cost to maintain roads
was $13.5 million. (If the entire cost were funded by non-County
revenues, there would be no funding from property taxes, no duplication,
and no reimbursements.)

Calculate property taxes as a percent of total taxes, which was 35% in
FY06. This means that 35% of the net County cost of each service was
funded by property taxes.

Multiply the percent from b (property taxes as a percent of total taxes) by
the net County cost from a to determine the amount of the net County cost
which was funded by property taxes. 35% of $13.5 million = $4.7 million.
(The $8.8 million remainder of the net County cost was funded by the
other County taxes.)

Calculate General Fund property taxes from each municipality as a percent
of total General Fund property taxes. For example, if theresidents of a
municipality contribute 1% of total General Fund property taxes,
then theseresidents paid for 1% of the net County cost of each
General Fund service, whether the County provided the serviceto the
municipality or not.

Calculate the duplicate property taxes: multiply the % from d by the
amount from c.

1% of $4.7 million = $47,000. Thisisthe amount of General Fund
property tax theresdents of the municipality paid the County for a
service the County did not provide, which isthe amount the County
should reimburse the municipality. It isthe duplicate property tax
payment.

Repeat a-e for each eligible service.

Method I1. Based on County law (see attachment, Chapter 30A of the County Code).

The County Code specifies the “Determination of amount of reimbursement. a) Subject
to the provisions of section 30A-4, each participating municipality shall be reimbursed by
an amount determined by the county executive to approximate the amount of municipal
tax revenues required to fund the eligible services. b) The amount of reimbursement
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shall be limited to the amount the county executive estimates the county would expend if
it were providing the services.”

County calculation (©3). The County has not tried to determine “the amount of
municipal tax revenues required to fund the eligible services.” This would require
County staff to analyze in great detail the financial records of each municipality, which
would be extremely difficult, and extremely time consuming. Instead, the County has
tried to calculate the amount the County would spend if the County provided the service
(since this is the limit/maximum, the County is not underpaying). In other words, the
amount of reimbursement isdetermined from the amount the County saves by not
providing the service, which istheamount by which the County’s budget would
increaseif the County started providing the service. However, if a municipality does
not levy a property tax, the County does not reimburse for any costs, since there is no
property tax duplication (this may be mixing method I with method I1).

The County starts with the total cost, subtracts any non-County funding (such as
State aid, Federal aid, and user fees) to get the net County cost. If a service were funded
entirely by non-County revenue, then the net County cost is zero, so there is no basis for
reimbursement since there is no tax duplication, and the County does not save any
County taxes by not providing the service in the municipalities.

Using road maintenance as an example, the County then divides the net County
cost by the number of road miles the County maintains to get the net County cost per
mile, which is multiplied by the number of miles in each municipality. The result is our
best estimate of “...the amount the county executive estimates the county would expend
if it were providing the services.”

Variations Two variations for calculating the amount of reimbursements are:

1. Reduce the number calculated in the box above by the amount of income tax that
funds the service (47% of the net County cost), since the municipalities already get an
income tax payment of 17% of the County income tax paid by its residents. (In
FYO06, the municipalities’ share totaled $28 million, see ©8.)

2. Reimburse only the property tax funded portion, which was 35% of the net County
cost. Compared to variation 1, this variation reduces the number calculated in the box
above by all other taxes, not just the income tax. If the County wanted to use this
option, County staff recommend using method | above, which is a more direct way to
measure property tax duplication.
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Codt issuesfor both methods

1. Overhead One question is which items are included in the total costs, before

deducting non-County funding? One way to think about this is to ask which costs would

increase if the County had to maintain one more mile (or 10 or 100, etc.). The answer is

clearly all materials, operating expenses, and labor directly associated with maintaining

the road. Should any overhead costs should be included? The answer is that:

e overhead costs should be included if they would increase if the County had to
maintain more miles; and

e overhead costs should not be included if they would not increase if the County had
to maintain more miles.

With regard to costs in the Department of Public Works and Transportation, none
of the costs associated with the director, deputy directors, or division chiefs should be
included, because none of these costs would increase if the County took over
maintenance of the municipal roads, none of these costs would increase. These costsare
fixed with respect to the number of miles maintained.

The only overhead costs that should be included in calculating reimbursement are
whatever such costs would increase if the County started maintaining more miles, which
are the first line supervisors of the direct labor. The County also includes the supervisors
of the first line supervisors. Including the two levels of supervision just mentioned might
slightly overstate the costs, because the County might not create another depot in addition
to the five existing depots, nor would the number of first line supervisors necessarily
increase. However, the Department includes these costs in its accounting so the costs can
be easily seen in the County’s financial reports, and we see no reason to take these costs
out.

2. Capital costs In calculating the FY08 reimbursement for road maintenance, OMB
used the FY06 actual expenditures in FY06 for the four Capital Improvements Program
projects listed below. The Clarksburg project should not have been used. Mr. Orlin
identified several projects that should have been used, and will presumably be used in
future years: Neighborhood Traffic Calming, Street Tree Preservation, and Guardrail
Replacement.
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FY06 actual
Roadway M aintenance - Capital Improvement Program (CIP) expenditure
Primary Arterial Resurfacing $6,802,537
Rural Residential Resurfacing 1,976,255
Clarksburg Area Rehabilitation 542,057
Sidewalk and Infrastructure (curb/gutter replacement) 3,852,318
Capital budget costs $13,173,167

Most of the expenditures are funded by County bonds, so the County spreads the
cost over 20 years. However, the County uses the total cost shown above in calculating
the FY06 road costs, which overstates the cash outflow in FY06: the total cost is 10
times the FY06 amount the County actually paid (the debt service payment, as shown on

©6).

For ease of presentation, assume the FY06 expenditures were $10 million (instead
of $13.2 million), that the County finances that cost with 20 year bonds, makes equal
principal payments each year, and that the interest rate is 5%. The term “debt service”
means the payment of principal plus the payment of interest. The principal payment is
the same each year and the interest payment decreases each year, so the debt service
payment decreases, from $1 million in the first year to $525,000 in the last year. There

are at least two ways that these capital costs can be accounted for in calculating

municipal tax duplication payments.

1. The current method, which uses the total $10 million cost in calculating the FY06 road
costs. While the total cost is 10 times the FY06 payment of $1 million (see attached
spreadsheet), the County has incurred a $10 million obligation, and the present value of
all debt service payments is $10 million, so this is an accurate measure of the County’s

FYO06 cost.

2. An alternative method would be to use the FY06 debt service payment of $1 million,

plus the comparable FY06 payment for the total cost financed in FY05, plus the
comparable FY06 payment for the total cost financed in FY04, and so on for the previous
17 years. As can be easily imagined, this would be extremely tedious to do — the person
doing the calculation would need to add 20 different amounts from 20 debt service
schedules for multiple projects every year!

What we cannot do is to mix the two methods. We must choose one or the other.

The municipal representatives have asked that some amount of interest be included,
which we can do if we use method 2. However, we cannot add interest to method 1. If
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we did this, we would presumably have 20 interest payments in each of the next 20 years
starting in FY08, and the present value of these payments would be in addition to the $10
million total cost we have already assumed, so the total present value would exceed the
$10 million total cost. This is clearly wrong, so we cannot include interest if we use
method 1 (but we must include interest if we use method 2).
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Office of Management and Budget Note Regarding Calculations for
Appendices 10 through 16

From FY08-FY12, the Municipal Tax Duplication Payment has been flat-lined at the FY07
approved amount (FY08-FY10) or reduced due to County fiscal constraints (FY11-12). Although
it ultimately was not used because the calculation yielded a lesser amount than FY07, FY08 was
the last year in which the formula amount was recommended by the County Executive. The Task
Force agreed to keep the FY09 and FY10 budgets at the FYO7 approved amount since the Task
Force Report was still in progress. In FY11 the County Council reduced that frozen level from
previous years by 15 percent and kept that same amount in FY12 due to fiscal constraints (excludes
Takoma Park Police services, which is being reviewed in a separate workgroup). Finally, for FY13
the Council approved a one-time increase which restored the difference between the five percent
reduction the County Executive indicated to the municipalities in February 2010 and the fifteen
percent that was budgeted as a result of County fiscal constraints in FY11.

Since FY08 was the last year the current formula was recommended (based on FY06 data),
the Task Force used these numbers for the proposed revised tax duplication payments. Therefore, it
would be easy to see the changes from the current formula to the proposed formulas.

The only change in data which significantly changes the amount of the Municipal Tax
Duplication Payment under the proposed formulas is the reduction of the County’s portion of State
Highway User Revenue (HUR). For example, in FY12 the County received $1.8 million in HUR
and in previous years it received greater than $40 million (2,293 road miles to maintain).
However, the municipalities received $1.6 million in FY12 (350.6 road miles to maintain).

The County HUR was reduced from the road maintenance calculation (proposed at
different levels by OMB and the municipalities), this would increase the municipalities’
recommended proposed formula amount by $2,824,922 (from $7,774,296 to $10,599,218 if there
was no HUR in FY06). However, this would keep the OMB recommended amount the same since
OMB recommends that the payment equal the duplicated property tax portion of the formula
amount plus an additional amount to hold the municipalities harmless.

In the event that the County HUR is restored by the State, the County representatives
recommend that the HUR reduction remain in the road maintenance formula.



Appendix 10: Options for the Municipal Tax Duplication Payment

B [ C [ D [ E | F [ G H
2 Options for MTD Payment*
3
4 OPTION 1 OPTION 2 OPTION 3 OPTION 4 OPTION 5 OPTION 6
5 Municipality Current FY07-09 OMB HUR 35% of Municipality 35% of
6 Formula Approved Adjustment** Option 3 Recommendation*** Option 5
7 Budget
8 |Barnesville 0 0 0 0 0 0
9 |Brookeville 6,229 7,158 4,716 1,652 7,382 2,585
10 |Chevy Chase, Sec. Il 28,629 32,322 19,406 6,796 30,019 10,514
11 |Chevy Chase, Sec. V 17,796 0 13,476 4,720 21,091 7,387
12 |Chevy Chase View 37,817 43,460 28,635 10,029 44,818 15,696
13 |Chevy Chase Village 92,096 105,837 95,604 33,483 135,012 47,285
14 |Town of Chevy Chase 121,026 137,187 89,852 31,469 137,066 48,004
15 |Drummond 4,227 4,857 3,200 1,121 5,009 1,754
16 JFriendship Heights 87,181 86,993 32,357 11,332 36,260 12,699
17 |Gaithersburg 1,100,093 1,230,181 874,871 306,405 1,293,463 453,007
18 |Garrett Park 44,380 50,106 46,706 16,358 65,696 23,008
19 |Glen Echo 19,020 21,858 14,467 5,067 22,606 7,917
20 |Kensington 134,093 144,800 107,731 37,731 146,616 51,349
21 |Laytonsville 11,901 13,677 9,012 3,156 14,104 4,940
22 |Martin's Additions 24,581 28,249 18,613 6,519 29,131 10,203
23 |North Chevy Chase 21,912 25,181 16,592 5,811 25,968 9,095
24 |Oakmont 3,003 3,451 2,274 796 3,559 1,246
25 |Poolesville 192,979 221,771 146,125 51,177 228,701 80,098
26 |Rockville 2,099,406 2,228,449 1,735,982 607,990 2,469,791 864,991
27 |Somerset 48,994 55,335 52,396 18,350 72,576 25,418
28 |Takoma Park 687,020 910,333 581,923 203,806 747,218 261,697
29 |Washington Grove 41,154 47,294 31,162 10,914 48,772 17,081
30 J[TOTAL 4,823,537 5,398,499 3,925,101 1,374,682 5,584,855 1,955,975
31
32
33 |*All options use FY06 actuals as the basis. Excludes the Takoma Park Police MOU payment and miscellaneous adjustments.
35 **Although both Qounty Tasl_(_Force Recommendecl formulas_ (_3 a_n_d 4) are less than th(‘e previous approved ‘budget, the_ County Task Force _
——recommends adding an additional payment to keep the municipalities at the Approved Budget level. The County's Option # 3 accounts for all applicable
36 |road operating costs using Highway User Revenue (HUR); Option #4 is the property tax portion of that amount.
| 20 I**Does not include a property ta‘x portion and an a‘dditional payment;‘ it's just the total a‘mount the County sa‘wes for all General Fund ‘revenues, using
39 |50% HUR for the road maintenance formula.
40 | | |
41 |Note: 35% is the percent of property taxes within the County's entire FY06 General Fund tax revenues.
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Current Master Spreadsheet
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Appendix 12: OMB Recommendation Master Spreadsheet
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Appendix 13: Municipal Recommendation Master Spreadsheet
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Appendix 14: Current Road Maintenance Payment Formula
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A B D

1

2 Ratio of HUR to County Expenditures (HUR Ratio)

3 FY06 Actual Expenditures and Revenues for FY0B payment

4

5 [Tax Supported Expenditures:

6 |1) DPWT Tax-Supported Operating Expenditures 542 453 617

7

8 |2) Debt Service for CIP projects 548,415,800

9 | Subtotal Expenditures 590,869 417

10 |Offsetting County Revenue:

11 [3) LESS: Other Revenue Sources (Grants, fees, and charges)*

12 | SHA payment to County for maintenance of Traffic Signals

13| DPWT Service Fees

15| Storm Drainage Maintenance

16 [Subtotal Offsetting Revenues

17

18 [4) TOTAL Tax Supported Expenditures 587,043 412

19

20 |5) SHA - Highway User Revenues $36,623,789

21

22 Ratio of HUR to County Expenditures (HUR Ratio) 42.08%

23

24 |*Debt Service Operating expense may be for all Transportation Related Roads and Storm Drains

25 |**1996 MOU references various revenues - item needs to be updated

26

27

28

29

30

31 County Expenditures for Roadway Maintenance (Actual FY06 Expend. for Cal of FY08 MTD Payments)

32 |Total County Expenditures on Comprehensive Roadway Maintenance $50,098,057
32 [Total County Miles (Mileage Determined by SHA for County and Municipalities) 2,609
34 |Per Mile County Expenditures on Comprehensive Roadway Maintenance $19,202
35 |Breakdown of Comprehensive Roadway Maintenance Expenditures AMOUNT Cost Per Mile
36 |Roadway Maintenance - Operating Budget - $18,733,045 $7,180
37 Road Patching (all types of asphalt repairs) $8,783,401

38 Roadside Maintenance (i.e. shoulder maintenance, litter pickup, etc) 51,813,423

39 Maintenance and Cleaning of Storm Drains $2,723,525
40 Mowing $779,682
41 Tree Maintenance $2 837 462
42 Maintenance of Curbs, gutters and sidewalks $3596,886
43 Resurfacing - Micro Seal portion $1,398 666
45 |Roadway Maintenance - Capital Improvement Program (CIP) $13,173,167 $5,049
46 Primary Arterial Resurfacing CIP No 508527 §6,802 537
47 Rural Residential Resurfacing CIP No.500511 $1,976,255
48 Clarksburg Area Rehabilitation CIP No 500711 $542 057
49 Sidewalk and Infrastructure (curb/gutter replacement) CIP No 508182 §3,852 318

51 |Other items Reimbursed on a per mile Basis $18,191,845

52 |Snow Removal and Wind and Storm Damage Clean-up $9,783,162 $3,750
53

54 |Traffic Signs and Pavement Marking $1,884 300 $722
55 |Energy Costs for Streetlighting $5,510,224 $2,112
56 |Streetlighting Maintenance (Operating and CIP Project No. 507055) $1,014,159 $389
57 |Total $50,098,057 §19,202
58 |Expenditures for Other Roadway Components (Reimb. to Selected Municipalities) $4,204,814 Unit Cost

59 |Beacon Maintenance & Energy ( assumes 214 beacons): Cost per Beacon $68,310 $319
60 |747 Traffic Signals - Maintenance (Operating and CIP Project No. 507154). Cost per Signal 52,113,514 $2,829
61 |747 Traffic Signals - Energy (Operating ) Cost per Signal 51,767,084 $2,366
62 |Bridge Maintenance (maintenance is funded in the CIP projects below): Cost per bridge $324,216 $3,166
63 Bridge Renovation (CIP No. 509753 GO. Bond funded Portion)

64 Bridge Preservation (CIP No. 500315)

85 | TOTAL ROADWAY MAINTENANCE AND OTHER COMPONENTS $54,302,871
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Appendix 15: OMB Recommendation to Simplify the Current Road
Maintenance Payment Formula

...continued on next page...
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113|decided fo reimburse the same amount in FY08 as in FY07 because the formula
14| amount was lower.

& B C [ o ] E
| 1 |OMB Recommended - County Expenditures for Road Maintenance
60 |IV. Traffic Signal Maintenance Calculation (City of Rockville only) )
F ,---"'f-_-——- Up{flahed to include beacon
E Traffic Signal Maintenance Operating and CIP Cost f’___,,---*"' maintenanes.
| 83 Maintenance Operating Budget 5274 293 EANHS
| 64 | Electricity Operating Budget 51,807 432 FAMIS
85 Maintenance CIP Project No. 507154 51,851,600 TFAMIS [Percentage of maintenance
[ 58 [Traffic Signal Program cost 53,933,325 Sum of B63-65 e e
67 |Less SHA payment for maintenance -642 859 DPWT Revenue Summary
| 85 |Equals net cost to County $3,290.466 BB6 -B 67
69
| 70 [Number of signals 747 CAFR, Table 26
71 |Number of beacons 214 DPWT
| 72 |Total Signals and Beacons 961 Sum of BT0-71
73
| 74 |Met cost to County per signallbeacon 53424 BBE/EBT2
| 75 |Number of Traffic Signals & Beacons in Rackville 39 City of Rockville Removed S Eramoas
| 76 |Net cost County saves because Rockville maintains its traffic signals $133.536 B74 xBTS //
7
| 73|V. Bridge Maintenance // P PP
| 79 |Bridge Maintenance Operating and CIP Cost / ~ :::ges, It;a::iu:r“ I)Irll'l"s
| &0 | Maintenance Operating Budget 57,718 BAM 7 Fie“"i;a'ubsfiﬂglei"'iﬂ_wﬁ
B Bridge Renovation CIP No.509753 (bond-funded portion) §536,502 IS Hi e Ly
a2 Bridge Preservation CIP No.500315 5653135 FAMIS /’ inventory from now on,
% Bridge Maintenance Program cost $1,197,355 S/LﬂLG‘f’BBU-Sz i‘:;::‘fs“a“::nbfi";[mget
—1§ -
| 85 | Total County bridges 279 DPWT 2005 Bridge Inventory
| 86 |Met cost to County per bridge 54,292 B83/BBL
| 87 |Municipalities maintained bridges 24 DPWT 2005 Bridge Inventory
| 83 |[Net cost County saves 5102998 Ba6 x BET
| 59}
| 90 |VI. Net cost County saves for roads, streetlights, signals, and bridges
| 91 |Roads 2,555,657 BE56
| 92 |Streetlights 381417 BT
| 93 |Signals 133,536 B76
94 |Bridges 102,998 Ba8
| 95 [TOTAL 3,173,608 Sum of B91-94
99
112|FY1 - This is the FY0& amount based on the formula. The Executive and Council 4,052,969
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Appendix 16: Municipal Recommendation to Simplify the Current Road
Maintenance Payment Formula

...continued on next page...
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Appendix 17: Memo from County OMB Director regarding the
Road Maintenance Payment

MEMORANDUM

October 23, 2008

TO: Kathleen Boucher, Assistant Chief Administrative Officer

FROM: Joseph F. Beach, Director
Office of Management and Budget

SUBJECT:  Treatment of Highway User Revenue in Municipal Tax Duplication

As discussed, | have reviewed the proposed formula change for the Road Related
portion of the Municipal Tax duplication (MTD) formula and | believe the one change
needs to be made. This change would be to the treatment of State Highway User
Revenue which under the proposed formula would be reduced by 50% before calculating
the net cost to the County of road related expenditures. This treatment would be
inconsistent with how the County budgets for transportation related expenditures.

As the attached excerpt from the Approved FY09 Operating Budget for the
Department of Transportation indicates, all Highway User Revenues are budgeted to pay
for the general fund costs of the Department of Transportation. The total budget for DOT
in FY09 is $48,747,030 and estimated Highway User Revenues are $39,672,000 for this
year. Therefore, the road maintenance costs and the streetlight personnel and operating
costs that are budgeted within the DOT general fund are entirely paid for by the State
Highway User Revenue and should be deducted from the total road and streetlight costs
to arrive at the net cost to the County which is the basis for calculating net cost to County
for per mile road/streetlight maintenance costs.

JFB:df
Attachment
c: Alex Espinosa, Office of Management and Budget

Mike Coveyou, Department of Finance
Blaise DeFazio, Office of Management and Budget
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Appendix 18: Municipal Proposal — Road Maintenance Payment

DATE: June 10, 2008
TO: Revenue Sharing Task Force
FROM: Municipal Task Force Representatives

SUBJECT: Road Costs and Reimbursements

On April 9, 2008, the municipal representatives presented a proposal for fairly compensating
municipalities for the cost of maintaining roads within their corporate boundaries. The proposal
reflected a deduction of 50% of the Highway User Revenue funds received by the County each
year and the incorporation of a ten percent factor to reflect administrative and other costs not
captured in the current methodology.

The municipal representatives also requested the following:

e The use of audited figures, with a process that includes a supervisory sign-off within the
County, certifying that the computations were done correctly;

e The opportunity for municipalities to audit the calculations and, if errors are discovered,
to have reimbursements made to the municipalities or the County, as appropriate;

* Receipt of a written statement of the amount of the reimbursement no later than February
1 of each year, to allow sufficient time for the municipalities to incorporate the
information into their annual budgets;

The County provided a counter-proposal on May 14, 2008 which incorporated the municipalities’
request for a 50% deduction of the Highway User Revenue funds received each year. The
County’s alternative did not include any additional overhead costs beyond those already reflected
in the existing formula computations.

The County’s methodology establishes a municipal payment amount of $4,531,421--the amount
due to the municipalities in FY 2008 under the present formula methodology. The payment
amount is broken down into two components. One component is the purported property tax-
funded portion of the net cost saved by the County. The difference between the purported
property tax-funded portion and the FY 2008 payment amount is referred to as a grant.

The grant-funded portion would be adjusted each year based on the amount of the assumed
property-tax funded portion so that the total payment equals the FY 2008 amount. The overall
payment to the municipalities would not increase until the purported property-tax portion exceeds
the FY 2008 payment amount.
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In response to the County’s proposed methodology, the municipal representatives would offer the
following comments:

e The County law is clear that the rebate program is a “..program to reimburse
municipalities within the county for those public services provided by the municipalities
which would otherwise be provided by the county government.” The County law does
not specify the source of the funds for those services. Consequently, the municipalities
are strongly opposed to any breakout of the payment into a “property tax-funded portion”
and a “grant-funded portion.”

e As noted above, the overall payment to the municipalities would not increase until the
purported property-tax portion exceeds the FY 2008 payment amount. While this
approach sets a “floor” for the payment made to the municipalities, it provides no
mechanism for the payment to municipalities to increase as road maintenance costs—
both for the County and for the municipalities—escalate, at least for decades.
Additionally, if the intent is to provide the municipalities with a set payment each year,
then the application of a formula each year serves no practical purpose.

e The municipal representatives recognize that the existing formula computations include
certain costs of supervision. However, we continue to maintain that not all overhead
costs are captured and that some factor should be incorporated into the new methodology
to account for this. In recognition of the expressed concern of the County representatives
relative to this matter, the municipal representatives would be agreeable to a factor of
three percent as opposed to the ten percent originally suggested. This would be
consistent with the overhead factor tentatively agreed upon relative to the Park Group 2
payment to municipalities.

e In its proposal of April 9, 2008, the municipal representatives raised the issue of
streetlight costs. Currently, streetlights are factored into the per road mile cost. Instead
of this methodology, the municipal representatives suggest that streetlight costs be
allocated to the individual municipalities on a per unit basis so that there is a direct
correlation between the number of streetlights that a municipality has and the payment
made by the County. Keeping in mind the Task Force’s goal of simplicity, the per unit
cost would be determined by dividing the County’s total streetlight costs by the number
of County streetlights.
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Appendix 19: Bridges — Letter from DPWT on Takoma Park Bridge
Sufficiency Ratings (09-19-07)
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Appendix 20: Bridges — Letter from Takoma Park on Bridge Sufficiency
Ratings (01/07/08)
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Appendix 21: Bridges — Letter from Takoma Park on Bridge Sufficiency
Ratings (09/30/08)
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Appendix 22: Bridges — Letter from County Executive to Takoma Park
(11/06/08)

OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE

. ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850
Isiah Leggett

County Executive

November 6, 2008

The Honorable Bruce R. Williams
Mayor of City.of Takoma Park
7500 Maple Avenue

Takoma Park, Maryland 20912

Dear Mayc;r Williams:

Thank you for your recent letter régarding funding requests for maintenance repairs to the
Flower Avenue and Maple Avenue Bridges and the required twenty percent local match if the County
were to pursue federal aid for the two bridges’ reconstruction. You have also requested that the County
manage the design and construction of the two bridges and include them in the County’s Capital
Improvements Program (CIP). Further, you raised concerns about tax duplication formulas with respect
to major bridge repair and replacement. v :

The County reimburses all municipalities for bridge maintenance through The Municipal Tax
Duplication Program. We calculate how much it costs the County to maintain each bridge and deduct
applicable revenue-related expenditures. This reimbursable per-bridge net cost is forwarded to each
municipality to cover each bridge in their budget. This is consistent with other reimbursable items in the
Program, such as, road maintenance, streetlight maintenance, etc. Unfortunately, I cannot increase the
bridge maintenance payment to Takoma Park or any other municipality; the increase would be beyond tax
duplication and it would be at the expeqs,é of the non-municipality County taxpayer.

Last September, the Division of Capital Development in the Department of Public Works and
Transportation (DPWT), which now resides within the new Department of Transportation (DOT),
responded to a similar request from Takoma Park’s Department of Public Works. In response, DPWT
indicated that although both bridges are functionally obsolete, neither bridge is structurally deficient.
Tnspections have determined that with load posting to prevent heavy trucks from crossing and scour
protection for the pier footing on the Maple Avenue Bridge, both bridges can safely carry traffic.
However, it was noted that because of the bridges’ low bridge sufficiency rating, both were eligible for
federal funds through the Federal Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program under the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act. Although, DOT’s current recomrnendations are unchanged, there *
is urgency regarding the use of available federal funds. )

Federal funds are distributed by the Maryland State Highway Administration (MSHA) to each
County over a six-year period. Currently, Montgomery County receives between two and three million
dollars a year. The current six-year program ends in September 2009. MSHA will then receive a new
allocation from Federal funds. The new allocation and the amount to be distributed to each County are
unknown at this time. )
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The Honorable Bruce R. Williams
Novemniber 6, 2008
Page 2

Tt may be possible to apply for and receive funding for bridge design out of the current MSHA
allocation; however it is unlikely that these projects would receive funding out of the current allocation
for bridge construction. This is because the design of the bridges must be complete before they can be
‘considered for construction funding and it is unlikely that the design would be complete by September
2009. Typically, the design of a bridge takes approximately two years. Therefore, there is no guarantee
that construction funds will be available for these bridges in the next MSHA six=year allocation, even if
current MSHA funds are used on bridge design.

I'would like to reiterate that the County is willing to offer professional assistance to coordinate
and manage the rebabilitation or replacement of any municipality bridge that meets the requirement for
federal aid, provided that the municipality provides the local match. Takoma Park’s contribution of the
local match would be consistent with resource allocation of several other municipal bridge reconstruction
projects within the County.

If you have other.questions regarding the County’s guidelines on funding municipalities® bridge
rehabilitation, please contact Blaise DeFazio, Office of Management and Budget, at 240-777-2763 or
blaise.defazio@montgomerycountymd.gov. If you are able to provide the local funding match and would
like the Courity to assist with the federal funding application process, please contact Barry Fuss,
Department of Transportation, at 240-777-7227 or barry.fuss@montgomerycountymd.gov.

- Thank you for taking the time to share your thoughts. I would like to emphasize that I value the
working relationship that the County and Takoma Park have had over the years and I look forward to
continuing this relationship in the future.

Sincerely,
wngindl signed by

islah Leggsti -

Isiah Leggett

County Executive -

IL:bd

c: Kathleen Boucher, Assistant Chief Administrative Officer
Joseph F. Beach, Director, Office of Management and Budget
Arthur Holmes, Director, Department of Transportation
Jennifer Barrett, Director, Department of Finance
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Appendix 23: Municipal Proposal - Bridge Replacement

DATE: June 10, 2008
TO: Revenue Sharing Task Force
FROM: Municipal Task Force Representatives

SUBJECT: Municipally-owned Bridges

Recent events in other parts of the country clearly demonstrate the importance of allocating
resources for the proper maintenance of bridges. Consequently, the issue of bridge replacement
and rehabilitation was the topic of considerable discussion by the Road Maintenance
Subcommittee during its deliberations.

According to the 2005 Municipal Bridge Inventory, there are 24 municipally-owned bridges in
Montgomery County. The current tax duplication formula for road maintenance has provided
minimal funding (several thousand dollars in the most recent calculation) to address routine
maintenance such as painting.  The formula does not address the replacement or major
rehabilitation of bridges located in municipalities, and the County does not currently provide any
funding to municipalities for such projects.

The guiding principle that the Task Force has followed throughout its deliberations is whether the
County has incurred savings because of a municipally-provided service. There is no doubt that
the County receives a financial benefit because it does not have the responsibility for replacing or
rehabilitating the 24 bridges owned by municipalities.

In addition to the financial aspects of replacing or rehabilitating a bridge, the municipal
representatives feel that the County should take the lead role due to the complex nature of such
work. Most municipalities have limited or no knowledge of bridge construction while the staff of
the Department of Public Works and Transportation has expertise in both the federal funding
application process and overseeing such projects.

The Road Maintenance Subcommittee discussed several options to address the major
rehabilitation or replacement of municipally-owned bridges, including transfer of ownership to
the County. Because of the implications for routine maintenance activities, this was not deemed
to be a viable alternative.

It is the consensus of the municipal representatives that it would be difficult to address the
replacement or major rehabilitation of the municipally-owned bridges in a formulaic manner.
There are simply too many variances in the width, length, and location of the municipally-owned
bridges.

After considering what other alternatives might be appropriate, the municipal representatives
would like to propose the following:
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e Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation (MCDPWT)
would continue to coordinate the bi-annual bridge inspection process and to discuss the
results with those municipalities with bridges within their corporate boundaries.

e As the ranking of a municipal bridge falls, it would be placed on the County’s Capital
Improvement Program, anticipating the need for its repair or replacement. The inclusion
of all bridges in the County’s Capital Improvement Program will facilitate the direction
of funding to those bridges that are most in need of repair or replacement.

e The Bridge Sufficiency Rating (BSR) of each municipally-owned bridge would be
evaluated to determine if it is eligible for federal funding. Under current guidelines, a
bridge must have a BSR equal to or less than 80 to be eligible for federal funds for major
rehabilitation and equal to or less than 50 to be eligible for federal funds for total
replacement.

e MCDPWT would notify each municipality when a bridge within its corporate boundaries
appears to qualify for federal funding based on the BSR, the length of the bridge, and
other relevant factors. The parties will discuss any significant structural modifications
that would likely be required for the project to qualify for federal funding.

e Assuming that the municipality agrees to any structural modifications that would likely
be required for the project to qualify for federal funding, MCDPWT would take the
necessary actions to pursue federal aid funding from Maryland State Highway
Administration for the design and reconstruction of the municipal bridge.

e The County would pay the required 20 percent local match for a federally-funded bridge
project. Decorative or other aesthetic design enhancements desired by a municipality
would not be eligible for County funding.

e Of the 24 municipally-owned bridges, two are 20 feet or less in length. Such short span
bridges are not currently eligible for federal funding but should also be included in the
County’s Capital Improvement Program, anticipating the need for their repair and
replacement. The County would pay for any elements required to make a short span
bridge structurally sound. Decorative or other aesthetic design enhancements desired by
the municipality would not be eligible for County funding.

e MCDPWT would, at its expense, manage the design contract and provide construction
management services of the bridge replacement or rehabilitation.

e Recognizing that municipal officials have a greater knowledge of their communities,

municipalities would play the primary role in interacting and communicating with area
residents regarding a bridge project.
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Appendix 24: Memo from the Park Tax Subcommittee Chair to the Task
Force—Follow up to the Draft Reports on the Park Tax (Appendices 25 and

26)

To: Revenue Sharing Task Force Committee

From: Patricia Colihan Barney, Park Tax Subcommittee Chair
Date: October 5, 2008

Subject: Follow up to Draft Reports on Park Tax
BACKGROUND

The Revenue Sharing Task Force Committee established two subcommittees to deal with
the Park Tax issues. Results of the Subcommittees’ work was detailed in two draft
reports dated March 14, 2008. Each report identified a number of open issues. This
report attempts to describe the results from follow up actions taken. The first section
deals with the municipalities that do not pay the park tax, while the second section deals
with the municipalities that do pay the park tax. This report has not yet been reviewed by
the Subcommittee members and their views may differ from my observations.

OPEN ISSUES RELATED TO MUNICIPALITIES THAT DO NOT PAY THE
PARK TAX

Issue: Three municipalities do not pay the Park Tax and do not maintain any municipal
park system programs. Although municipal representatives on the Subcommittee initially
supported the inclusion of Brookville, Barnesville and Laytonsville in the Park District,
the municipal representatives later did not reach consensus on this issue.

Action: No subsequent action required. Issue is provided for information.

Issue: Municipalities questioned the percentage of costs allocated to the Regional Parks
when compared with the large number of Community Use Parks maintained by the
Commission.

Action: Commission representatives provided a Regional Park tour for the Rockville and
Gaithersburg Task Force representatives. As part of the tour, representatives were also
shown how the SmartParks data is captured and reported. Based on the reaction of the
participants, | believe they gained a better understanding of the magnitude of effort
required to support the Regional Parks System. In addition, at the next Task Force
meeting, they no longer expressed questions regarding the SmartParks data. Attachment 1
provides a brief summary of the benefits of the County-Wide Regional and Stream
Valley Park Systems.
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Issue: Although there were some differences of opinion regarding the level of municipal
Recreational Parks, the proposal did not include municipalities’ funding support for that
Park Type. The Rockville and Gaithersburg representatives indicated that their
Recreational Park facilities are used by County residents outside their city limits at the
same cost as their residents.

Action: Recommend that fee schedules be obtained annually from municipalities to
document that this policy remains in place.

Issue: The municipalities feel that they do provide some Stream Valley Parks; however
the Commission’s position is that these parks supplement rather than duplicate the
benefits, and therefore they should provide funding support. Total Stream Valley acreage
of the municipalities is about 3% of the acreage that the County provides.

Action: No additional action was taken. Attachment 1 provides a narrative describing
the benefits of the County-wide Regional and Stream Valley Park Systems prepared by
the Parks Department.

Issue: The County-Wide Park capital improvement program (CIP) is funded primarily by
County general obligation bonds and grants, while the Community Use Park CIP is
funded by Commission bonds supported by the Park Tax. The model was adjusted to
remove the portion of the Park Tax used to support actual Commission Park Bond debt
service.

Action: Municipalities supported this change.

Summary: Although it appeared that the Subcommittee had reached some
agreement regarding Regional Park funding support, the municipal representatives
on the Subcommittee had been clear that their support for any funding support for
County-Wide Parks was contingent upon resolution of other issues before the
Revenue Sharing Task Force. As a result, the municipal representatives did not
reach consensus on funding for the County-Wide Park Program.

The Commission’s position is that the municipalities that do not pay the park tax
and do not have park systems should be in the Park District, and those
municipalities that run park programs should contribute to the County-wide Park
System as a matter of tax equity for the other taxpayers.

OPEN ISSUES RELATED TO MUNICIPALITIES THAT DO PAY THE PARK
TAX

Issue: The Commission provided data from the SmartParks database for average cost per
acre by Park Type. The Commission representatives supported an averaging approach
over three years to smooth out extraordinary maintenance experience both high and low
with, the earlier years increased by a CPI factor..
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Action: The municipal representatives supported the three-year averaging approach.

Issue: Although the municipal representatives supported using the Park Type categories
to develop cost per acre, in some cases, the municipal and Commission representatives
had a difference of opinion regarding the park classification of a specific park. In
particular, Takoma Park took exception to the classification of some of their parks as
Neighborhood Parks instead of Urban Parks, and Friendship Heights took exception to
two of their parks classifications as Urban rather than something similar to the
Commission’s Brookside Gardens. The differences are critical as the cost per acre for
Neighborhood Parks are significantly lower than Urban Parks and the Urban Park cost
was much less than the cost per acre that Friendship Heights indicated was required for
their highly landscaped parks.

Action: Commission representatives visited the parks in question. The Urban Parks in
Takoma Park did resemble their Neighborhood Parks. The major difference was that
Neighborhood Parks have ballfields. The Commission Parks staff indicated that the
reason for the Commission’s higher per acre cost for Urban Parks is largely a result of
transportation costs being allocated to parks with extremely small acreage. Although the
Commission representatives considered an averaging of the Neighborhood and Urban
Parks per acre costs, this approach did not appear feasible as the basis for the entire
reimbursement model was on average cost by specific park classification. County
members of the Task Force felt that it was important to maintain the standard
classification per the description in the 2005 Land Preservation, Parks and Recreation
Plan. The Takoma Park representative disagrees with this approach as the costs per acre
they expend on the parks in question are significantly higher than the reimbursement
model based on Neighborhood Park classification.

Action: Commission representatives also visited the two parks in question in Friendship
Heights and noted the more intense landscaping at one park in particular. However, as
the basis for the reimbursement is the dollars saved by the County/Commission, the
Commission representatives felt that the Urban Park classification was appropriate and
that the additional cost incurred for these two parks was associated with an enhanced
level of park landscaping that the Commission does not generally provide at its Urban
Parks.

Issue: The municipal representatives indicated that their cost for playground
construction/renovation was much greater than the $60,000 and therefore requested
reconsideration of the $3,000 annual capital factor developed by the Commission.

Action: The Commission reexamined its estimate by reviewing the construction costs
related to a number of recent playground projects. As a result, the playground factor was
adjusted to $81,000/ 20 years or a $4,050 annual capital factor with CPI growth in future
years.
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Issue: Although the concept of utilizing the first and second level supervisors had been
agreed upon by the Subcommittee, the actual approach to calculate that percentage had
not been reviewed by the municipal representatives.

Action: The 3% factor as proposed in the Draft Report was supported.

Issue: The reimbursement amount cannot exceed the amount of Park Tax that supports
the Community Based Park program which the municipality generates as calculated from
their assessable base.

Action: None of the reimbursements exceeded the Community-Use Parks portion of the
Park Tax paid by the respective municipality.

Summary: The Subcommittee reached agreement on the basic formula for

reimbursement, but a few differences remain with regard to municipal park
classification.
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County-Wide Parks in Montgomery County Attachment 1

Regional Parks - Regional Parks play an essential role in preserving natural areas, and in
providing active and passive recreational opportunities. These large (greater than
200acres) land preservation areas play a key role in conserving and preserving areas of
cultural, natural and agricultural heritage for Montgomery County. The massive size of
these parks allows them to also accommodate many more users in both active and passive
pursuits without degrading the resource.

It is a requirement that 2/3rds of the land in Regional Parks is reserved for conservation-
related purposes, and this significant acreage forms the nodes of greenways that run
throughout the County, protecting streams, buffers, wetlands, wildlife corridors, and
forests.

The recreational activities that are provided are used by all County residents, and include
picnicking, hiking, boating, fishing, camping, ice skating, equestrian, football, softball,
hockey, lacrosse, soccer, and many more leisure activities. The placement of five Nature
Interpretation Facilities in the Regional parks also makes them the focus of many
interpretive and conservation activities, and a significant teaching location for the
stewardship efforts of our Parks Department.

Stream Valley Parks - Stream Valley Parks are the predominant conservation tool in
Montgomery County. The 12,466 acres of parkland that comprises the Stream Valley
system could be considered the Green Infrastructure of the County, protecting the water
quality, the historical fabric and the natural beauty of the land. Since 1927, the
Commission and the County have demonstrated foresight and wisdom in land
conservation and stream protection along these green ribbons that, in addition to the
environmental benefits, have also provided unlimited opportunities for outdoor recreation
at a scale unmatched by any municipal park system. The trails are used by hikers,
runners, bikers, horse riders, and outdoor enthusiasts. In many cases the Regional Parks
are nodes of green along these corridors of conservation, creating a Green Infrastructure,
which benefits all of Montgomery County, whether used personally or not.

However, a resident does not have to visit one of these parks to derive a significant
benefit; the benefits that are available to residents County-wide include, but are not
limited to the following:

Active Use — These parks are available and used by residents from every part of
Montgomery County. There is not an admission fee, and most fees that are charged for
permits and reservations are based solely on the cost of providing a particular private
benefit;

Passive Use — Use of trails, paths, open areas, picnicking, nature appreciation, kite flying,
biking, equestrian uses, and much, much more are free to every resident;
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Intrinsic Benefits - Growing Smart — The Regional Parks and the Stream Valley system
are integral to regional land planning and intelligent design;

Attracting Investment — The beauty and accessibility of Montgomery Parks has remained
an important factor in businesses wanting to locate in Montgomery County;

Boosting Tourism — Our signature attractions, such as Brookside Gardens, Wheaton,
Cabin John, Rock Creek, Black Hill, and Little Bennett have State-wide and Region-wide
audiences and visitors;

Preventing Floods — Our land along the streams helps preserve the riparian buffers, and
the flood plains which help absorb and protect the flood waters from the developed
portions of the County;

Safeguarding the Environment — Interior forests, aquatic life, wildlife corridors for
migration and home range, water quality protection and conservation management are all
essential components of the management of these County-wide resources;

Increasing property values — Montgomery Parks are beautiful, attractive, and preserve a
look and feel to the County, which adds a significant portion to the quality of life, and
therefore the attractiveness of living in this County.

The residents of these municipalities have a variety of park experiences available to them,

including Federal, State, County and Municipal parks, but the only ones some
municipalities do not pay for are the County Parks.
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Appendix 24: Memo from the Park Tax Subcommittee Chair to the Task
Force—Follow up to the Draft Reports on the Park Tax (Appendices 25 and

26)

To: Revenue Sharing Task Force Committee

From: Patricia Colihan Barney, Park Tax Subcommittee Chair
Date: October 5, 2008

Subject: Follow up to Draft Reports on Park Tax
BACKGROUND

The Revenue Sharing Task Force Committee established two subcommittees to deal with
the Park Tax issues. Results of the Subcommittees’ work was detailed in two draft
reports dated March 14, 2008. Each report identified a number of open issues. This
report attempts to describe the results from follow up actions taken. The first section
deals with the municipalities that do not pay the park tax, while the second section deals
with the municipalities that do pay the park tax. This report has not yet been reviewed by
the Subcommittee members and their views may differ from my observations.

OPEN ISSUES RELATED TO MUNICIPALITIES THAT DO NOT PAY THE
PARK TAX

Issue: Three municipalities do not pay the Park Tax and do not maintain any municipal
park system programs. Although municipal representatives on the Subcommittee initially
supported the inclusion of Brookville, Barnesville and Laytonsville in the Park District,
the municipal representatives later did not reach consensus on this issue.

Action: No subsequent action required. Issue is provided for information.

Issue: Municipalities questioned the percentage of costs allocated to the Regional Parks
when compared with the large number of Community Use Parks maintained by the
Commission.

Action: Commission representatives provided a Regional Park tour for the Rockville and
Gaithersburg Task Force representatives. As part of the tour, representatives were also
shown how the SmartParks data is captured and reported. Based on the reaction of the
participants, | believe they gained a better understanding of the magnitude of effort
required to support the Regional Parks System. In addition, at the next Task Force
meeting, they no longer expressed questions regarding the SmartParks data. Attachment 1
provides a brief summary of the benefits of the County-Wide Regional and Stream
Valley Park Systems.
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Issue: Although there were some differences of opinion regarding the level of municipal
Recreational Parks, the proposal did not include municipalities’ funding support for that
Park Type. The Rockville and Gaithersburg representatives indicated that their
Recreational Park facilities are used by County residents outside their city limits at the
same cost as their residents.

Action: Recommend that fee schedules be obtained annually from municipalities to
document that this policy remains in place.

Issue: The municipalities feel that they do provide some Stream Valley Parks; however
the Commission’s position is that these parks supplement rather than duplicate the
benefits, and therefore they should provide funding support. Total Stream Valley acreage
of the municipalities is about 3% of the acreage that the County provides.

Action: No additional action was taken. Attachment 1 provides a narrative describing
the benefits of the County-wide Regional and Stream Valley Park Systems prepared by
the Parks Department.

Issue: The County-Wide Park capital improvement program (CIP) is funded primarily by
County general obligation bonds and grants, while the Community Use Park CIP is
funded by Commission bonds supported by the Park Tax. The model was adjusted to
remove the portion of the Park Tax used to support actual Commission Park Bond debt
service.

Action: Municipalities supported this change.

Summary: Although it appeared that the Subcommittee had reached some
agreement regarding Regional Park funding support, the municipal representatives
on the Subcommittee had been clear that their support for any funding support for
County-Wide Parks was contingent upon resolution of other issues before the
Revenue Sharing Task Force. As a result, the municipal representatives did not
reach consensus on funding for the County-Wide Park Program.

The Commission’s position is that the municipalities that do not pay the park tax
and do not have park systems should be in the Park District, and those
municipalities that run park programs should contribute to the County-wide Park
System as a matter of tax equity for the other taxpayers.

OPEN ISSUES RELATED TO MUNICIPALITIES THAT DO PAY THE PARK
TAX

Issue: The Commission provided data from the SmartParks database for average cost per
acre by Park Type. The Commission representatives supported an averaging approach
over three years to smooth out extraordinary maintenance experience both high and low
with, the earlier years increased by a CPI factor..
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Action: The municipal representatives supported the three-year averaging approach.

Issue: Although the municipal representatives supported using the Park Type categories
to develop cost per acre, in some cases, the municipal and Commission representatives
had a difference of opinion regarding the park classification of a specific park. In
particular, Takoma Park took exception to the classification of some of their parks as
Neighborhood Parks instead of Urban Parks, and Friendship Heights took exception to
two of their parks classifications as Urban rather than something similar to the
Commission’s Brookside Gardens. The differences are critical as the cost per acre for
Neighborhood Parks are significantly lower than Urban Parks and the Urban Park cost
was much less than the cost per acre that Friendship Heights indicated was required for
their highly landscaped parks.

Action: Commission representatives visited the parks in question. The Urban Parks in
Takoma Park did resemble their Neighborhood Parks. The major difference was that
Neighborhood Parks have ballfields. The Commission Parks staff indicated that the
reason for the Commission’s higher per acre cost for Urban Parks is largely a result of
transportation costs being allocated to parks with extremely small acreage. Although the
Commission representatives considered an averaging of the Neighborhood and Urban
Parks per acre costs, this approach did not appear feasible as the basis for the entire
reimbursement model was on average cost by specific park classification. County
members of the Task Force felt that it was important to maintain the standard
classification per the description in the 2005 Land Preservation, Parks and Recreation
Plan. The Takoma Park representative disagrees with this approach as the costs per acre
they expend on the parks in question are significantly higher than the reimbursement
model based on Neighborhood Park classification.

Action: Commission representatives also visited the two parks in question in Friendship
Heights and noted the more intense landscaping at one park in particular. However, as
the basis for the reimbursement is the dollars saved by the County/Commission, the
Commission representatives felt that the Urban Park classification was appropriate and
that the additional cost incurred for these two parks was associated with an enhanced
level of park landscaping that the Commission does not generally provide at its Urban
Parks.

Issue: The municipal representatives indicated that their cost for playground
construction/renovation was much greater than the $60,000 and therefore requested
reconsideration of the $3,000 annual capital factor developed by the Commission.

Action: The Commission reexamined its estimate by reviewing the construction costs
related to a number of recent playground projects. As a result, the playground factor was
adjusted to $81,000/ 20 years or a $4,050 annual capital factor with CPI growth in future
years.
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Issue: Although the concept of utilizing the first and second level supervisors had been
agreed upon by the Subcommittee, the actual approach to calculate that percentage had
not been reviewed by the municipal representatives.

Action: The 3% factor as proposed in the Draft Report was supported.

Issue: The reimbursement amount cannot exceed the amount of Park Tax that supports
the Community Based Park program which the municipality generates as calculated from
their assessable base.

Action: None of the reimbursements exceeded the Community-Use Parks portion of the
Park Tax paid by the respective municipality.

Summary: The Subcommittee reached agreement on the basic formula for

reimbursement, but a few differences remain with regard to municipal park
classification.
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County-Wide Parks in Montgomery County Attachment 1

Regional Parks - Regional Parks play an essential role in preserving natural areas, and in
providing active and passive recreational opportunities. These large (greater than
200acres) land preservation areas play a key role in conserving and preserving areas of
cultural, natural and agricultural heritage for Montgomery County. The massive size of
these parks allows them to also accommodate many more users in both active and passive
pursuits without degrading the resource.

It is a requirement that 2/3rds of the land in Regional Parks is reserved for conservation-
related purposes, and this significant acreage forms the nodes of greenways that run
throughout the County, protecting streams, buffers, wetlands, wildlife corridors, and
forests.

The recreational activities that are provided are used by all County residents, and include
picnicking, hiking, boating, fishing, camping, ice skating, equestrian, football, softball,
hockey, lacrosse, soccer, and many more leisure activities. The placement of five Nature
Interpretation Facilities in the Regional parks also makes them the focus of many
interpretive and conservation activities, and a significant teaching location for the
stewardship efforts of our Parks Department.

Stream Valley Parks - Stream Valley Parks are the predominant conservation tool in
Montgomery County. The 12,466 acres of parkland that comprises the Stream Valley
system could be considered the Green Infrastructure of the County, protecting the water
quality, the historical fabric and the natural beauty of the land. Since 1927, the
Commission and the County have demonstrated foresight and wisdom in land
conservation and stream protection along these green ribbons that, in addition to the
environmental benefits, have also provided unlimited opportunities for outdoor recreation
at a scale unmatched by any municipal park system. The trails are used by hikers,
runners, bikers, horse riders, and outdoor enthusiasts. In many cases the Regional Parks
are nodes of green along these corridors of conservation, creating a Green Infrastructure,
which benefits all of Montgomery County, whether used personally or not.

However, a resident does not have to visit one of these parks to derive a significant
benefit; the benefits that are available to residents County-wide include, but are not
limited to the following:

Active Use — These parks are available and used by residents from every part of
Montgomery County. There is not an admission fee, and most fees that are charged for
permits and reservations are based solely on the cost of providing a particular private
benefit;

Passive Use — Use of trails, paths, open areas, picnicking, nature appreciation, kite flying,
biking, equestrian uses, and much, much more are free to every resident;
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Intrinsic Benefits - Growing Smart — The Regional Parks and the Stream Valley system
are integral to regional land planning and intelligent design;

Attracting Investment — The beauty and accessibility of Montgomery Parks has remained
an important factor in businesses wanting to locate in Montgomery County;

Boosting Tourism — Our signature attractions, such as Brookside Gardens, Wheaton,
Cabin John, Rock Creek, Black Hill, and Little Bennett have State-wide and Region-wide
audiences and visitors;

Preventing Floods — Our land along the streams helps preserve the riparian buffers, and
the flood plains which help absorb and protect the flood waters from the developed
portions of the County;

Safeguarding the Environment — Interior forests, aquatic life, wildlife corridors for
migration and home range, water quality protection and conservation management are all
essential components of the management of these County-wide resources;

Increasing property values — Montgomery Parks are beautiful, attractive, and preserve a
look and feel to the County, which adds a significant portion to the quality of life, and
therefore the attractiveness of living in this County.

The residents of these municipalities have a variety of park experiences available to them,

including Federal, State, County and Municipal parks, but the only ones some
municipalities do not pay for are the County Parks.
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Appendix 24: Memo from the Park Tax Subcommittee Chair to the Task
Force—Follow up to the Draft Reports on the Park Tax (Appendices 25 and

26)

To: Revenue Sharing Task Force Committee

From: Patricia Colihan Barney, Park Tax Subcommittee Chair
Date: October 5, 2008

Subject: Follow up to Draft Reports on Park Tax
BACKGROUND

The Revenue Sharing Task Force Committee established two subcommittees to deal with
the Park Tax issues. Results of the Subcommittees’ work was detailed in two draft
reports dated March 14, 2008. Each report identified a number of open issues. This
report attempts to describe the results from follow up actions taken. The first section
deals with the municipalities that do not pay the park tax, while the second section deals
with the municipalities that do pay the park tax. This report has not yet been reviewed by
the Subcommittee members and their views may differ from my observations.

OPEN ISSUES RELATED TO MUNICIPALITIES THAT DO NOT PAY THE
PARK TAX

Issue: Three municipalities do not pay the Park Tax and do not maintain any municipal
park system programs. Although municipal representatives on the Subcommittee initially
supported the inclusion of Brookville, Barnesville and Laytonsville in the Park District,
the municipal representatives later did not reach consensus on this issue.

Action: No subsequent action required. Issue is provided for information.

Issue: Municipalities questioned the percentage of costs allocated to the Regional Parks
when compared with the large number of Community Use Parks maintained by the
Commission.

Action: Commission representatives provided a Regional Park tour for the Rockville and
Gaithersburg Task Force representatives. As part of the tour, representatives were also
shown how the SmartParks data is captured and reported. Based on the reaction of the
participants, | believe they gained a better understanding of the magnitude of effort
required to support the Regional Parks System. In addition, at the next Task Force
meeting, they no longer expressed questions regarding the SmartParks data. Attachment 1
provides a brief summary of the benefits of the County-Wide Regional and Stream
Valley Park Systems.
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Issue: Although there were some differences of opinion regarding the level of municipal
Recreational Parks, the proposal did not include municipalities’ funding support for that
Park Type. The Rockville and Gaithersburg representatives indicated that their
Recreational Park facilities are used by County residents outside their city limits at the
same cost as their residents.

Action: Recommend that fee schedules be obtained annually from municipalities to
document that this policy remains in place.

Issue: The municipalities feel that they do provide some Stream Valley Parks; however
the Commission’s position is that these parks supplement rather than duplicate the
benefits, and therefore they should provide funding support. Total Stream Valley acreage
of the municipalities is about 3% of the acreage that the County provides.

Action: No additional action was taken. Attachment 1 provides a narrative describing
the benefits of the County-wide Regional and Stream Valley Park Systems prepared by
the Parks Department.

Issue: The County-Wide Park capital improvement program (CIP) is funded primarily by
County general obligation bonds and grants, while the Community Use Park CIP is
funded by Commission bonds supported by the Park Tax. The model was adjusted to
remove the portion of the Park Tax used to support actual Commission Park Bond debt
service.

Action: Municipalities supported this change.

Summary: Although it appeared that the Subcommittee had reached some
agreement regarding Regional Park funding support, the municipal representatives
on the Subcommittee had been clear that their support for any funding support for
County-Wide Parks was contingent upon resolution of other issues before the
Revenue Sharing Task Force. As a result, the municipal representatives did not
reach consensus on funding for the County-Wide Park Program.

The Commission’s position is that the municipalities that do not pay the park tax
and do not have park systems should be in the Park District, and those
municipalities that run park programs should contribute to the County-wide Park
System as a matter of tax equity for the other taxpayers.

OPEN ISSUES RELATED TO MUNICIPALITIES THAT DO PAY THE PARK
TAX

Issue: The Commission provided data from the SmartParks database for average cost per
acre by Park Type. The Commission representatives supported an averaging approach
over three years to smooth out extraordinary maintenance experience both high and low
with, the earlier years increased by a CPI factor..
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Action: The municipal representatives supported the three-year averaging approach.

Issue: Although the municipal representatives supported using the Park Type categories
to develop cost per acre, in some cases, the municipal and Commission representatives
had a difference of opinion regarding the park classification of a specific park. In
particular, Takoma Park took exception to the classification of some of their parks as
Neighborhood Parks instead of Urban Parks, and Friendship Heights took exception to
two of their parks classifications as Urban rather than something similar to the
Commission’s Brookside Gardens. The differences are critical as the cost per acre for
Neighborhood Parks are significantly lower than Urban Parks and the Urban Park cost
was much less than the cost per acre that Friendship Heights indicated was required for
their highly landscaped parks.

Action: Commission representatives visited the parks in question. The Urban Parks in
Takoma Park did resemble their Neighborhood Parks. The major difference was that
Neighborhood Parks have ballfields. The Commission Parks staff indicated that the
reason for the Commission’s higher per acre cost for Urban Parks is largely a result of
transportation costs being allocated to parks with extremely small acreage. Although the
Commission representatives considered an averaging of the Neighborhood and Urban
Parks per acre costs, this approach did not appear feasible as the basis for the entire
reimbursement model was on average cost by specific park classification. County
members of the Task Force felt that it was important to maintain the standard
classification per the description in the 2005 Land Preservation, Parks and Recreation
Plan. The Takoma Park representative disagrees with this approach as the costs per acre
they expend on the parks in question are significantly higher than the reimbursement
model based on Neighborhood Park classification.

Action: Commission representatives also visited the two parks in question in Friendship
Heights and noted the more intense landscaping at one park in particular. However, as
the basis for the reimbursement is the dollars saved by the County/Commission, the
Commission representatives felt that the Urban Park classification was appropriate and
that the additional cost incurred for these two parks was associated with an enhanced
level of park landscaping that the Commission does not generally provide at its Urban
Parks.

Issue: The municipal representatives indicated that their cost for playground
construction/renovation was much greater than the $60,000 and therefore requested
reconsideration of the $3,000 annual capital factor developed by the Commission.

Action: The Commission reexamined its estimate by reviewing the construction costs
related to a number of recent playground projects. As a result, the playground factor was
adjusted to $81,000/ 20 years or a $4,050 annual capital factor with CPI growth in future
years.
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Issue: Although the concept of utilizing the first and second level supervisors had been
agreed upon by the Subcommittee, the actual approach to calculate that percentage had
not been reviewed by the municipal representatives.

Action: The 3% factor as proposed in the Draft Report was supported.

Issue: The reimbursement amount cannot exceed the amount of Park Tax that supports
the Community Based Park program which the municipality generates as calculated from
their assessable base.

Action: None of the reimbursements exceeded the Community-Use Parks portion of the
Park Tax paid by the respective municipality.

Summary: The Subcommittee reached agreement on the basic formula for

reimbursement, but a few differences remain with regard to municipal park
classification.
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County-Wide Parks in Montgomery County Attachment 1

Regional Parks - Regional Parks play an essential role in preserving natural areas, and in
providing active and passive recreational opportunities. These large (greater than
200acres) land preservation areas play a key role in conserving and preserving areas of
cultural, natural and agricultural heritage for Montgomery County. The massive size of
these parks allows them to also accommodate many more users in both active and passive
pursuits without degrading the resource.

It is a requirement that 2/3rds of the land in Regional Parks is reserved for conservation-
related purposes, and this significant acreage forms the nodes of greenways that run
throughout the County, protecting streams, buffers, wetlands, wildlife corridors, and
forests.

The recreational activities that are provided are used by all County residents, and include
picnicking, hiking, boating, fishing, camping, ice skating, equestrian, football, softball,
hockey, lacrosse, soccer, and many more leisure activities. The placement of five Nature
Interpretation Facilities in the Regional parks also makes them the focus of many
interpretive and conservation activities, and a significant teaching location for the
stewardship efforts of our Parks Department.

Stream Valley Parks - Stream Valley Parks are the predominant conservation tool in
Montgomery County. The 12,466 acres of parkland that comprises the Stream Valley
system could be considered the Green Infrastructure of the County, protecting the water
quality, the historical fabric and the natural beauty of the land. Since 1927, the
Commission and the County have demonstrated foresight and wisdom in land
conservation and stream protection along these green ribbons that, in addition to the
environmental benefits, have also provided unlimited opportunities for outdoor recreation
at a scale unmatched by any municipal park system. The trails are used by hikers,
runners, bikers, horse riders, and outdoor enthusiasts. In many cases the Regional Parks
are nodes of green along these corridors of conservation, creating a Green Infrastructure,
which benefits all of Montgomery County, whether used personally or not.

However, a resident does not have to visit one of these parks to derive a significant
benefit; the benefits that are available to residents County-wide include, but are not
limited to the following:

Active Use — These parks are available and used by residents from every part of
Montgomery County. There is not an admission fee, and most fees that are charged for
permits and reservations are based solely on the cost of providing a particular private
benefit;

Passive Use — Use of trails, paths, open areas, picnicking, nature appreciation, kite flying,
biking, equestrian uses, and much, much more are free to every resident;
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Intrinsic Benefits - Growing Smart — The Regional Parks and the Stream Valley system
are integral to regional land planning and intelligent design;

Attracting Investment — The beauty and accessibility of Montgomery Parks has remained
an important factor in businesses wanting to locate in Montgomery County;

Boosting Tourism — Our signature attractions, such as Brookside Gardens, Wheaton,
Cabin John, Rock Creek, Black Hill, and Little Bennett have State-wide and Region-wide
audiences and visitors;

Preventing Floods — Our land along the streams helps preserve the riparian buffers, and
the flood plains which help absorb and protect the flood waters from the developed
portions of the County;

Safeguarding the Environment — Interior forests, aquatic life, wildlife corridors for
migration and home range, water quality protection and conservation management are all
essential components of the management of these County-wide resources;

Increasing property values — Montgomery Parks are beautiful, attractive, and preserve a
look and feel to the County, which adds a significant portion to the quality of life, and
therefore the attractiveness of living in this County.

The residents of these municipalities have a variety of park experiences available to them,

including Federal, State, County and Municipal parks, but the only ones some
municipalities do not pay for are the County Parks.
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MRSTF Draft Report

Appendix 25: Municipalities that Have Parks, but whose Property Owners Do Not
Pay the Metropolitan District Tax

To: Revenue Sharing Task Force Committee

From: Patricia Barney, Park Tax Subcommittee Chalir

Date: March 14, 2008

Subject: Draft Report — Municipalities that Do Not Pay the Park Tax
OVERVIEW

This report has been prepared as a draft report presenting the methodology proposed for funding
support for Park and Planning Commission County-Wide park facilities and services by
municipalities that do not pay the Metropolitan District Tax (Park Tax). The objective of our
work effort was to develop a fair model upon which to base future funding support by these
municipalities to reflect the benefits their communities receive from the County-Wide Park
Program. By obtaining some share in the support for the County-Wide Park Program by these
municipalities, we should achieve a more equitable taxation of the other taxpayers in the County.

These municipalities include two groups, the municipalities that do not provide park services and
those that do provide park services.

The first group includes Brookeville, Barnesville, and Laytonsville. The Subcommittee is of the
opinion that this group should be included in the Metropolitan District and pay the Park Tax.

The second group includes Gaithersburg, Poolesville, Rockville and Washington Grove. It is
this group that is the focus of the report. At issue is how to determine the park benefit derived
from the Commission’s County-Wide Parks in view of the considerable park resources that are
provided by these municipalities, and the appropriate level of funding support.

The Subcommittee consisted of the following representatives:
Fred Felton, Gaithersburg

Gavin Cohen, Rockville

Wade Yost, Poolesville

Chuck Sherer, Montgomery County Government

Monica Sanchez provided administrative support. The municipalities also engaged their park
management staff to provide input into the process.
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The Subcommittee was assisted by the following Park and Planning Commission staff:

Brian Woodward
Mark Wallis
Joe Davis

| appreciate the assistance from all the parties involved. The proposed approach requires that the
Commission’s SmartParks total maintenance costs and park police costs by Park Type be
updated annually in order to determine the percentage of the Park Tax required to support the
various County-wide Park Types.

In my opinion, the Subcommittee has reached partial agreement on the proposed methodology
for Regional Parks; however there are some questions regarding the percentage of our costs
associated with the Regional Parks as generated by the SmartParks data. The possible inclusion
of Stream Valley Parks in the formula has not yet been discussed with the municipalities.

In addition, the municipal representatives were clear in their desire to have any funding support
for County-Wide Parks contingent upon the resolution of the other issues before the Revenue
Sharing Task Force.

The draft report has just recently been completed and released to the municipalities for their
review. It will require additional revision to completely incorporate the municipalities’ views.
The preliminary park funding support calculations are presented using the Commission’s
SmartParks maintenance costs by Park Type and park police costs based on number of dispatch
calls by Park Type as a basis for the allocation of the total Park Tax by Park Type.

Finally, the Subcommittee’s task was to develop a reasonable funding support model. We
recognize that the timing of the funding support may be phased in over a period of time to assist
the municipalities.

GUIDING PRINCIPLESAND HOW THE PROPOSED APPROACH MEETSTHEM

The proposed model is based on a number of guiding principles. These principles are presented
below along with the approach to meet them.

Principle:

The methodology for developing the municipalities’ payments should not be too complex and
should be easily applied to each of the four municipalities.
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Approach:

The proposed methodology assumes that we treat all four municipalities the same even though
the Park Programs they provide at the municipal level vary significantly in size and complexity.
The proposed funding support model is provided below.

Total Real Property Assessable Base per municipality/$100 times (the Real Property Park Tax
Rate less the Real Property Park Tax Rate required to pay actual debt service on the Commission
Park Bonds) times the percentage of the Commission Budget allocated to the County-Wide Park
Type (Regional Parks and possibly Stream Valley Parks).

Plus

Total Personal Property Assessable Base per municipality/$100 times (the Personal Property
Park Tax Rate less the Personal Property Park Tax Rate required to pay actual debt service on
the Commission Park Bonds) times the percentage of the Commission Budget allocated to the
County-Wide Park Type (Regional Parks and possibly Stream Valley Parks).

Attachment 1 presents preliminary funding support calculations based on the formula. It
includes both Regional Parks and Stream Valley Parks for illustrative purposes.

Open Issue:

The process by which the support for the County-Wide Parks Program is collected has not been
discussed. There are three potential outcomes.

1. The municipalities make a payment directly to the County.

2. The municipalities are included in the Metropolitan District, pay the total Park Tax and
receive a payment from the County representing the duplication.

3. The municipalities are taxed at a different rate.

Principle:

The data on which the municipalities’ park funding support is based should be easily obtainable
and verifiable.

Approach:

The maintenance costs by Park Type are available from the Commission’s SmartParks Database
generated on a work order system for FY 06 and FY 07. The allocation of the Park Police costs
are based on FY 2005 and FY 2006 dispatched service calls. The percentage of the total costs
allocated to each Park Type has been blended and averaged for FY 06 and FY 07. See
attachment 2.
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Open Issue:

The municipalities questioned the percentage of costs allocated to the Regional Parks when
compared with the large number of Community Use Parks maintained by the Commission. The
Commission Parks representatives have been working to arrange a tour of Commission Regional
Parks for the municipal representatives to better explain the extreme level of effort required to
maintain these heavily programmed parks.

Principle:

The payment should be based on the cost to support the County-Wide Park Types that the
municipalities as a group do not provide. The categories of Park Types should be defined to
enable consistent application in determining the Park Types that are not provided by the
municipalities.

Approach:

The Park Type classifications are based upon the categories and definitions presented in the 2005
Land Preservation, Parks and Recreation Plan. Attachment 3 presents the narrative descriptions
for the County-wide Park and the Community Use Park Types. The Subcommittee agrees that
the municipalities as a group provide Community Use Parks. The Community Use Parks are
classified as Urban Parks, Neighborhood Parks, Local Parks and Neighborhood Conservation
Areas. There is also agreement that the municipalities provide some parks in the County-Wide
category consisting of Regional Parks, Recreation Parks, Special Parks, Stream Valley Parks and
Conservation Parks. We have agreement that the municipalities do not provide any Regional
Parks.

Open Issue:

Although there were some differences of opinion regarding the level of municipal Recreational
Parks, we are not proposing that the municipalities’ funding support include that Park Type. The
Rockville and Gaithersburg representatives indicated that their Recreational Park facilities are
used by County residents outside of their City limits at the same cost as their residents. This
position needs to be verified by the Park staff.

The municipalities feel that they do provide some Stream Valley Parks; however the
Commission’s position is that these parks supplement rather than duplicate the benefits and
therefore they should provide funding support. Total Stream Valley acreage of the municipalities
is about 3% of the acres that the County provides. Attachment 4 presents the park classifications
for Gaithersburg and Rockville. Poolesville and Washington Grove provide smaller park
programs. Their park lists are provided in Attachment 5 (to be provided later).
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Principle:

The County-Wide Park capital improvement program (CIP) is funded primarily by County
general obligation bonds and grants. As the municipalities pay the County tax, no additional
support is required for the CIP. The Commission’s Community Use Park CIP is funded largely
by Commission issued Park Bonds and grants.

Approach:

The model removes the Park Tax associated with the actual Debt Service on Commission Park
Bonds and does not include any factor for the County —Wide CIP as the municipalities already
support those costs through the County Tax.

Open Issue:

This revision to the formula has not yet been discussed with the municipalities.

THE PROCESS FOLLOWED BY THE SUBCOMMITTEE

The Subcommittee met a number of times brainstorming ideas over the past year

We began with a review of the Park Type Classifications. The municipal representatives
provided a list of their parks along with the amenities provided (see Attachment 6 - to be
provided). The municipalities classified their parks by Park Type and this information was
reviewed by the Commission Park representatives. A few changes were made and some
differences of opinion still remain, but they are not material to the final outcome. Commission
Park staff also visited some of the municipal park facilities to gain a better understanding of the
level of service provided.

As indicated above, we still have to schedule the tour of Commission regional parks and provide
any additional data the municipalities require to gain a comfort level in the percentage allocated
to Regional and possibly Stream Valley Parks.

SUMMARY OF METHODOLOGY

The proposed methodology for determining County-Wide Park funding support by the
municipalities is proposed to consist of a multi-step approach:

1) Update the SmartParks database and the Park Police dispatch calls to generate the
percentage allocation for the Regional and Stream Valley Parks. (depending on outcome
of discussion)

2) Update the amount of the Park Tax required to support the Commission’s actual Park
Bond debt service.
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3) The final step is dependant on the approach to collecting the funding support. If a
payment is made by the municipalities to the County, the assessable base information
from each municipality will be obtained from the County’s Finance Department. The
amount of payment will be then be calculated. If the funding support is through the
taxing of residents, the tax rate would be determined during the budget cycle and a
reimbursement formula for services rendered would be determined based on the Park Tax
collected and associated with the other Park Type categories.
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Montgomery County

Attachment 1

Assessable Base FY08 Do Not Pay
February 2008
Gaithersburg Poclesville Rockville Washington Grove Total
REAL ASSESSABLE BASE Full Year 7,933,133,670 552,978,970 10,207,843,071 77,997,003 18,771,952,714
3/4 Year 1,429,434 429,112 119,661,700 244,070 121,764,318
112 Year 1,691,545 - 16,310,052 - 18,001,597
114 Year - - - - -
7.936,254,649 553,408,082 10,343,814,823 78,241,073 18,911,718,627
Full Park Tax Rate for Real 5.80 5 4,603,028 % 320977 % 5999413 % 45,380 10,968,797
Less amount for Park Bond Debt Service -0.30 (238,088) (16,602) (310,314) (2,347) (567,352)
Net Real Property Taxes 5.50 4,364,940 304,374 5,689,098 43,033 10,401,445
PERSONAL ASSESSABLE BASE 408,708,400 8,217,750 439,824,069 1,567,910 858,318,149
Park Fund Tax Rate 14.50 % 592,627 % 11,916 % 637,745 5 2,273 1,244,561
Less amount for Debt Service -0.75 -30,653 616 32,987 118 -64,374
13.75 561,974 11,299 604,758 2,156 1,180,187
TOTAL ASSESSABLE BASE 8,344,963,049 561,625,832 10,783,638,812 79,808,983 19,770,036,776
Total Park Tax $ 5,195,655 $ 332,892 % 6,637,158 $ 47,653 12,213,358
Les Amount for Debt Service $ (268.741) $ (17.219) $ (343,301) $ (2.465) § (631,725)
Total Park Tax $ 4,926,814 $ 316,674 _$ 5,293,856 S 45,188_§ 11,581,633
REGIONAL PORTION (a) 0.2562 1,262,275 80,876 1,612,486 11,677 2,967,214
STREAM VALLEY PORTION (a) 0.0587 284,137 18,848 375,743 2,698 691,424
TOTAL REGIONAL AND STREAM VALLEY 1,566,412 99,721 1,988,229 14,275 3,658,638
Attachment 2 Attachment 2
Do Not Pay
Local/Regional Park Type Acreage Maintenance % Police % Enterprise % Blended %
County-Wide Conservation 0.74% 0.53% 0.00% 0.71%
County-Wide Historical 0.49% 1.40% 0.00% 0.61%
County-Wide Regional 27.89% 10.44% 0.00% 25.62%
County-Wide Recreational 10.16% 6.98% 0.00% 9.74%
County-Wide SVU 5.49% 9.17% 0.00% 5.97%
County-Wide Special 5.59% 2.15% 0.00% 5.14%
County-Wide Misc. Rec & Non Rec 10.28% 25.15% 0.00% 12.21%
Total County-Wide 60.63% 55.82% 100.00% 60.00%
Local/Regional Park Type Acreage Maintenance % Police % Enterprise % Blended %
Local Urban 2.33% 2.61% 0.00% 2.37%
Local Local 29.30% 31.74% 0.00% 29.61%
Local NCA 0.41% 0.79% 0.00% 0.46%
Local Neighborhood 7.33% 9.04% 0.00% 7.55%
Total Local 39.37% 44.18% 0.00% 40.00%

Maintenance data averaged for FY 2006 and FY 2007 from SmartParks
Police date averaged for FY2005 and FY 2006 from dispatched service calls.
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Attachment 3

M-NCPPC Park Classification System

The M-NCPPC park system is categorized into different park types for budgeting and planning
purposes. The park types are based in part on the service area of each park, its physical size,
natural features, and the kind of facilities it contains. This section will describe and help define
the distinctions between different types of parks. The table on the M-NCPPC Montgomery
County Park Classification System contains a summarized description of each type of park,
including approximate park size and typical recreation facilities.

Countywide Parks

Larger parks that serve regional recreation needs or conservation needs are called
County-wide Parks. Over 90% of the total County park acreage, nearly 30,000 acres, is in
County-wide parks. There are five types of County-wide parks: regional, recreation, special
conservation, and stream valley. Of these, the regional, recreational, and special park categories
are recreation-oriented parks, while the conservation and stream valley parks belong to a sub-
category of County-wide Parks known as conservation oriented parks.

Recreation-Oriented Parks. Regional, recreational and special parks are large parks
serving County-wide recreation needs. They provide opportunities for active and passive
recreation, but also generally contain areas without facilities that serve conservation purposes.

Regional Parksare large, typically over 200 acres, and contain a wide range of recreation
opportunities and facilities, while retaining 2/3 of the park for conservation. Regional parks are
the most popular of the County's parks. In 1995, surveys of developed portions of regional parks
indicated visits by several million people annually. Many other informal users enjoy the
undeveloped portions of the park.

Montgomery County has five developed regional parks offering a variety of recreation
opportunities within a reasonable driving time of most County residents. Three of these parks
serve the lower and mid-County areas. Wheaton, the System's first regional park, was opened to
the public in 1961 and is easily reached by southeastern County residents. Cabin John Regional
Park is accessible to southwestern County residents, and Rock Creek Regional Park by people
living in the middle and upper-County areas. Many recreational facilities are provided including
lighted tournament quality athletic fields, year-round tennis courts, ice rinks, trains, and a
carousel. Rock Creek offers golf, boating and other water oriented recreation activities.
Additionally, each of these parks furnishes other recreation opportunities, such as nature centers,
playgrounds, trails, and picnic areas, and Wheaton has a large botanical garden.

The two regional parks that serve the northern Area of the County have large acreage of
open space and conservation area. Little Bennett has a golf course and a large campground,
while Black Hill offers opportunities to enjoy picnicking and water-related recreation as well as a
many miles of trails.

Recreation Parksis a category that includes parks with intensive development similar to
that found in the ball field and tennis court complexes at regional parks; however, they differ
from regional parks in that they do not limit 2/3 of their development to conservation uses.
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Small picnic/playground areas are also included in this category. Presently, Montgomery County
has three such developed parks -- Olney Manor, Martin Luther King and Damascus. Fairland
Recreational Park is under construction, and there are several other undeveloped recreational
parks which are planned for future development including Ovid Hazen Wells, Ridge Road,
Muncaster, Gude and Northwest Branch Recreational Parks.

Special Parks preserve historic or culturally significant features and have distinguishing
characteristics that set them apart from other park classifications. McCrillis Gardens, Woodlawn
Manor House, Rockwood Manor Park, and the Agricultural History Farm Park are good
examples of special parks in the County. They are often used for small conferences, social
events, specialized education, and art exhibits. Important historic sites are preserved in all types
of parks. Examples of these are the Silver Spring in Acorn Urban Park, Woodlawn Manor
House with its smoke house, and the Needwood Mansion.

Conservation-Oriented Parks

There are two types of County-wide conservation oriented parks: stream valley parks
and conservation area parks. Both protect important environmental areas; however, they differ
in that stream valley parks are linear parks acquired to protect stream valleys and conservation
parks are large natural areas acquired to preserve specific natural, archaeological or historical
features. Both types of parks are managed to provide stewardship of sensitive areas, but may
include trails and other low impact recreation areas when carefully designed to avoid, minimize,
and/or mitigate environmental impacts.

Stream Valley Parks form the foundation of the park system, extending as greenways
throughout the urban areas and into the countryside, putting the natural environment within close
reach of all Montgomery County citizens. They separate communities with green open space
buffers and provide easy access to nature for adjacent residents. Just as they were seventy years
ago, stream valley parks today are acquired primarily for conservation purposes. They hold the
key to watershed protection throughout the County by reducing flooding, sedimentation and
erosion, and they furnish valuable habitat for many species of wildlife. Some stream valleys,
such as the Upper Paint Branch Stream Valley, are also designated as special protection areas.
These areas are so sensitive that they are subject to a special set of regulations designed to
protect them.

Stream valley parks also preserve some of the County's most beautiful and interesting
terrain, providing long, interconnected greenways of parkland that provide corridors for trails
and wildlife. There are 30 such parks in the County, which include nearly 12,000 acres of
parkland. Inurban areas, clusters of active recreation facilities in parks adjacent to stream valley
parks were developed many years ago to serve as local parks for nearby residents. More recent
environmental regulations now limit or prevent intensive development along stream banks to
reduce sedimentation and erosion and environmental degradation caused by urban runoff.

Conservation Area Parksare generally large areas that preserve specific natural,
archaeological or historical features; are typically located in upland areas; and are acquired
specifically for environmental preservation purposes. Conservation area parks may include
outstanding examples of natural communities, self-sustaining populations of rare, threatened, or
endangered plant and animal species, or unique archaeological and historical resources. Given
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the sensitive nature of the resources in conservation parks, development is very limited and
generally restricted to passive recreation areas and opportunities such as trails, fishing and picnic
areas, and nature study. Opportunities for interpretation of the protected environmental, historic,
and archeological elements should be maximized through self- guided nature trails, interpretive
signage, and naturalist programs. There are nine conservation parks in the County, which include
over 2,160 acres of parkland.

Community Use Parks

Smaller types of parks that are primarily used by local residents and nearby areas are
group in the classification system under the category of community use parks. These parks are
sometimes referred to as local parks, and provide everyday recreation needs for residents close to
home. Currently there are over 200 developed community use parks. Many are located in the
down-county area where they were placed to serve County development in the 1950s and 60s.
As new park construction tries to keep pace with an ever-expanding County population, more
parks are now being developed in rapidly growing upcounty areas.

The classification system presently includes four types of community use parks: urban,
neighborhood, local parks, and neighborhood conservation areas.

Urban Parks serve central business districts or other highly urban areas, providing green
space in an often otherwise concrete environment. These parks serve as a buffer between
adjacent residential, office and commercial districts, and contain landscaped sitting areas,
walkways, and in several cases, play equipment, handball and paddle ball courts. Urban parks
serve an important role as gathering places for the community and accommodate activities such
as concerts and performances, celebrations, fairs, and outdoor spaces for area employees to have
lunch. Nearly all of the County’s 19 developed urban parks are located in the down-County with
concentrations in the Bethesda and Silver Spring areas.

Neighborhood Parks are small, generally, walk-to parks providing informal leisure
opportunities and recreation in heavily populated areas. They often provide about five acres of
open space developed with a sitting area, playground, informal play field, and tennis and/or
basketball courts. There are 74 developed neighborhood parks in the County, with the largest
number found in the Wheaton, Silver Spring, and Bethesda areas where they were developed to
serve early concentrations of single-family housing.

Local Parks provide both programmed and informal recreation opportunities within
reach of all area residents. Typically about ten to fifteen acres in size, these parks contain
athletic fields, tennis and basketball courts, picnic and playground areas, and sometimes
recreation buildings and other facilities.

The major difference between neighborhood and local parks is that the local parks
provide regulation size athletic fields that can be reserved for game play. Over 40% of the
people visiting local parks in 1996 were either league players or league game spectators.
Ballplayers attend games on fields near their homes, or travel to other parts of the County to
challenge opposing teams. Therefore local parks often have large service areas. Many people
drive to local parks, while many neighborhood parks are within walking distance.

Neighborhood Conservation Areas are small pieces of parkland preserved in residential
areas. They are generally conveyed to M-NCPPC during the subdivision process and frequently
contain streams or drainage areas and adjacent wooded slopes. They remain undeveloped and
benefit the neighborhood by providing open space, reducing storm water runoff, and bringing
nature into an urban environment.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY PARK CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

PARK TYPE

PARK TYPE DESCRIPTION

- Recreational Oriented Parks

TYPICAL FACILITIES

APPROXIMATE
SIZE

Regional Parks

Large Parks that provide a wide range of recreational opportunities but
retain 2/3 or the acreage as conservation areas.

Picnic / playground areas, tennis courts, athletic fields, golf
course, campgrounds, water-oriented recreation areas.

200 acres or more

Parks

recreation activities.

Recreational Parks Parks larger than 50 acres in size that are more intensively developed Athletic fields, tennis courts, multi-use courts, 50 acres
than Regional Parks, but may also may also contain natural areas. picnic/playground areas, golf course, trails, natural areas. or more
. These parks include areas that contain features of historic and cultural | Vary, but may include agricultural centers, garden, small .
Special Parks significance. conference centers, historic structures, etc. Varies
- Conservation Oriented Parks
Stream Valley Interconnt_ected linear par_ks along major stream valleys providing Hiker-biker trails, fishing, picnicking, playground areas. Varies
Parks conservation and recreation areas.
Conservation Area Large natural areas acquired to preserve specific natural archaeological
or historic features. They also provide opportunities of compatible Trails, fishing areas, nature study areas, informal picnic areas. Varies

Landscaping, sitting/picnic areas, play equipment, courts, and

Urban Parks Very small parks, serving highly urban areas. shelters 1 Acre
Neighbor hood S _ I Play equipment, play field, sitting area, shelter, tennis and
Parks Small parks providing informal recreation in residential areas. Multi-use courts. (Don not include regulation size ballfields). 2.5 Acre
Local Parks Larger parks that provide ballfields and both programmed and Ballfields, play equipment, tennis and multi-use courts, 15 Acre
unprogrammed recreation facilities. sitting/picnic area, shelters, buildings and other facilities.
'\é%gggc\);ar:?gg Small parcels of conservation oriented parkland in residential areas, Generally undeveloped, may include a storm water Varies
Areas generally dedicated at the time of subdivision. management pond and related facilities.

*This list is not all-inclusive, but includes facilities typical of each park type.
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Attachment 4
Attachment 4
Do Not Pay
Rockville Parks Self MNCPPC
NAME Acres classification Difference
Wooton Mill Park 106.5 Recreational
Potomac Woods Park 42 Recreational
Woodley Gardens Park 37.5 Recreational
Dogwood Park 44.22 Recreational
Civic Center 153 Special
Beall-Dawson Historic 2.9 Special
Senior Center 121 Special Local
Autre-St. Mary's 1.4 Special
King Farmstead 7.6 Special
Memory Walk 0.23 Special NCA
King Farm SVP 28.4  Stream Valley
King Farm - McDonalds 9  Stream Valley
King Farm Watkins Pond 15  Stream Valley
Fallsgrove SVP 50.2  Stream Valley
Rose Hill SVP 12.46  Stream Valley
Upper Watts Branch 78.8  Conservation
Dawson Farm 7.2 Conservation
Gaithersburg Parks Self MNCPPC
NAME Acres Classification Difference
Bohrer Park 58 Recreational
Kelly Park 27.7 Recreational
Lakelands Park 11.6 Recreational
Morris Park 26.5 Recreational
Robertson Park 8.9 Recreational Local
Kentlands Mansion Special
Casey Comm Ctr Special Building
Arts Barn Special Building
Observatory Park Special Bohrer (?)
Muddy Branch SVP 153.9  Stream Valley
Upper Longdraft SVP 23.6  Stream Valley
Whetstone ranch SVP 57.9  Stream Valley
Blohm Park 24.3  Conservation
Cristman Park 3.6  Conservation
Kentlands Lakes 40 Conservation
Metropolitan Park 27  Conservation
Washington Woods Park 22.3  Conservation
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Attachment 5
Poolesville and Washington Grove: Parks Classified by Park Type (never received from
the municipalities)

Attachment 6

Gaithersburg, Rockville, Poolesville and Washington Grove: Park Amenities, by Park
(never received Washington Grove’s, need electronic copies for Gaithersburg, Rockville
and Poolesville).
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Appendix 26: Municipalities that Have Parks, and whose Property Owners Pay the
Metropolitan District Tax

To: Revenue Sharing Task Force Committee

From: Patricia Barney, Park Tax Subcommittee Chalir
Date: March 14, 2008

Subject: Draft Report — Municipalities that Pay the Park Tax
OVERVIEW

This report has been prepared as a draft report presenting the methodology proposed for
reimbursement for park facilities and services provided by the municipalities that pay the
Metropolitan District Tax (Park Tax). The Subcommittee consisted of the following
representatives:

Geoff Biddle, Chevy Chase Village

Fred Felton, City of Gaithersburg

Julian Mansfield, Village of Friendship Heights
Barbara Matthews Takoma Park

Chuck Sherer, Montgomery County Government

Monica Sanchez provided administrative support. The municipalities also engaged their park
management staff to provide input into the process.

The Subcommittee was assisted by the following Park and Planning Commission staff:

Brian Woodward
Mark Wallis
Joe Davis

| appreciate the assistance from all the parties involved. Our objective was to develop a logical
approach to fairly compensate those municipalities that pay the Park Tax for park facilities and
services they provide. The proposed approach requires that the municipal park inventories, the
SmartParks average costs per acre by park type and the overhead and capital replacement factors
be updated annually.
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In my opinion, the Subcommittee has reached substantial agreement on the proposed
methodology; however there are some differences of opinion which are noted for your
consideration and discussion as open issues. The draft report has just recently been completed
and released to the municipalities for their review. It will require additional revision to
completely incorporate the municipalities’ views. The park reimbursement calculations are
presented using the Commission’s park classification for illustrative purposes.

BACKGROUND

The objective of our work effort was to develop a fair reimbursement model based upon the
dollars the County (Commission) saves due to the municipalities that pay the Park Tax also
providing and funding some of their own park facilities and services. The current payment levels
have not been re-examined in many years, and in fact the Subcommittee was not able to obtain
any information explaining the reimbursement methodology currently in place.

GUIDING PRINCIPLES AND HOW THE PROPOSED APPROACH MEETS THEM

The proposed reimbursement model is based on a number of guiding principles. These
principles are presented below along with the approach to meet them.

Principle:

The methodology for a tax duplication payment formula should be easily understandable,
replicable over time, and applicable to municipalities providing park facilities and services of
different sizes and complexities.

Approach:

The proposed reimbursement model is based on paying the municipalities according to the
following formula:

Commission average maintenance cost per acre by park type times the total acres of the park
type maintained by the municipality for each park type plus an overhead factor plus a capital
replacement factor for each facility type in the park.

Principle:

The source on which the municipalities’ park inventory is based should be easily obtainable and
verifiable.
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Approach:

The acres of parkland maintained by the municipalities will be obtained from the Commission’s
Geographic Information System (GIS). This information is to be updated regularly as parkland
changes occur, through communication by municipal representatives to designated Commission
park staff.

Principle:

The reimbursement should be based on the cost saved by the County/Commission as determined
by a reliable information source.

Approach:

The costs per acre for reimbursement will be obtained from the Commission’s SmartParks
Database which maintains actual maintenance costs based on work orders processed by park
type. Attachment 1 presents the FY 06 and FY 07 average costs.

Principle:

The reimbursement should be based upon the costs per acre by type of park recognizing the cost
difference between maintaining developed and passive parkland.

Approach:

The data generated by the SmartParks Database is classified by park type and provides an
average cost per acre for each park type. Although the Commission has only FY 06 and FY 07
data available, future costs per acre should be based upon a three year average to smooth out
extraordinary maintenance experience both high and low. We could apply a CPI factor to the
earlier years to account for inflation.

Open Issue:

This averaging concept needs to be discussed with the municipalities. The Commission staff felt
that the averaging approach was more reasonable.

Principle:
The categories of park types should be defined to enable consistent application for
reimbursement to each municipality based on the types of park facilities they provide. The

segment of the park categorization scheme that is most applicable to the scale of a municipality
park is the “Community Use” parks category.
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Approach:

The park type classifications are based upon the categories and definitions presented in the 2005
Land Preservation, Parks and Recreation Plan. Attachment 2 presents the narrative descriptions
for the County-wide Parks and the Community Use Parks. In general, these municipalities do
not provide any County-Wide Parks. The Community Use Parks are classified as Urban Parks,
Neighborhood Parks, Local Parks and Neighborhood Conservation Areas.

Open Issue:

In some cases, the municipality and the Commission representatives had a difference of opinion
regarding the park classification of a specific park. The first issue to consider is whether a space
is a park. The Commission’s definition of what constitutes a park is derived more from
determining what open spaces are not parks, along with the original intended use of the land.
The Commission for example would not consider parkland to include town hall building
footprints, heavily landscaped road rights-of-way, and free standing membership only pools. 1
believe the Subcommittee agreed with that definition; however it should be confirmed by the
Task Force.

The other area of difference of opinion centers around the Urban versus Neighborhood Parks
whereby the Commission would classify a park as Neighborhood and the municipality would
classify the park as Urban when the park includes a ballfield. This issue is significant as the cost
per acre for Urban parks is substantially greater than the cost per acre for Neighborhood Parks.
The difference of opinion also occurred regarding a municipal park that had significant
landscaping. These issues need to be presented to the Task Force for discussion. The draft
schedules present the Commission’s classification for illustrative purposes.

Principle:

An allowance for Capital Replacement of specific facilities should be provided which reflects
the replacement cost to the County (Commission) as the Commission’s Community Use Parks’
capital costs are funded by Commission issued Park Bonds secured by the Park Tax. The factor
recognizes the financial cost incurred to replace park facilities at the end of their lifecycles.

Approach:
The Commission staff and the municipal representatives reviewed and/or discussed the park
facilities maintained by the municipalities. The majority were playgrounds, tennis courts and

basketball courts. These facilities are assumed to have a 20-year life. Replacement costs have
been estimated by the Commission staff based on Commission projects.
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The initial cost for a new Playground is based on an estimate of $60,000 for a typical local park
playground. The cost breakdown includes:

e 20% ($12,000) planning, design and supervision at time of construction.
e 40% ($24,000) purchase of all the equipment
e 40% ($24,000) installation, including the excavation, edging, surfacing, under drains, etc.

The initial cost for new Double Tennis Courts is $75,000 plus 10% staff charges - $82,500.
Typical renewal work includes demolition and replacement of fence, gates, posts, concrete
footers, net posts, bench and practice board; new pavement section (stone base and 4” asphalt)
on top of the existing surface; color coating and striping; backfill with topsoil, seed and mulch.

The initial cost for a new Single Tennis Court, same scope of work $50,000 plus 10% staff
charges — $55,000

The initial cost for a new Double Basketball Court is $24,000 plus 5% staff charge - $25,200
Typical renewal work includes demolition and replacement of basketball standards (backboard,
post and concrete footing), filling asphalt pavement cracks and applying a paving fabric, and a
2" asphalt overlay and striping.

The initial cost for a new Single Basketball Court, same scope of work is $15,000 plus 5%
staff charge - $15,750.

Based on the above, the initial Annual Capital Replacement Factors would be:

Playgrounds: $60,000/20 yrs = $3,000

Double Tennis Courts: $82,500/20 yrs = $4,125
Single Tennis Courts: $55,000/20 yrs = $2,750
Double Basketball Courts: $25,200/20 yrs = $1,260
Single Basketball Courts: $15,750/20 yrs = $787

Open Issue:

The municipalities indicated that the costs they incur are higher than those estimated by the
Commission. The Commission staff needs to provide data to share with the municipalities to
support the costs included in the draft model. Commission staff also needs to provide what a
typical Neighborhood Park includes. It was also noted that some cost difference may occur due
to the Commission’s buying power. However as the basis of the reimbursement is the cost the
County/Commission saves, | believe the appropriate cost should be based on Commission’s
experience.

The process to provide for adjustment reflecting inflation needs to be discussed.
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Principle:

An allowance for supervisory overhead should be incorporated based upon typical overhead
costs that would be incurred if the parks were maintained by the Commission.

Approach:

Overhead is proposed to be calculated using only the first and second level supervisors as
additional management overhead would not be incurred by the Commission if it were to maintain
the municipal parks. The Commission’s first level supervisor (Maintenance Leader) cost is
already accounted for in the SmartParks Database cost per acre by park type data. The next level
supervisor is the Park Manager 1, and the Park Manager 1, both of which can and do supervise
Maintenance Leaders. It is this overhead factor that has been incorporated into the model.

There are 31 Park Manager | and Il positions in the entire Commission park system and the total
budgeted salary and benefits for these positions was calculated. The total cost of these 31
positions was then divided by the total salary cost in SmartParks, and expressed as a percentage.
The calculated percentage was 2.99%. The number was subsequently rounded to 3%.

Open Issue:

Although the concept of utilizing the first and second level supervisors has been agreed upon by
the Subcommittee, the actual approach to calculate that percentage has not been reviewed by the
municipalities.

Principle:

The calculated reimbursement payment should not exceed the Park Tax revenue dedicated to the
Community Based Parks paid by the taxpayers in the specific municipality.

Approach:

The reimbursement amounts will be compared to each municipalities’ assessable base times the
Park Tax times the percentage of the Park Tax dedicated to Community Based Parks. The
percentage of the Park Tax utilized for Community Based Parks will be based upon information
generated by the SmartParks Database.

Open Issue:

This last calculation has not been discussed with the municipalities. | don’t believe it will have
an impact on any payment, but it should be calculated.
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THE PROCESS FOLLOWED BY THE SUBCOMMITTEE

The Subcommittee met a number of times brainstorming ideas over the past year. The City of
Takoma Park was used as the pilot project for this effort. Takoma Park was selected because it is
the largest and most complex of the current Park Tax paying municipalities. If a reasonable
reimbursement methodology could be developed for the City, the Subcommittee felt that the
model could be applied to smaller less complex municipalities. Subsequently, each municipality
worked through the process in a similar way.

Step 1 - Inventory Verification and Categorization

A site visit was arranged with the person(s) most familiar with the municipal open space system.
To save time, two municipalities and representatives from Montgomery Parks (MCP) met
simultaneously at one of the municipality locations. The purpose of the meeting was explained
and the park categorization scheme was discussed. A GIS map of each municipality was shared
and examined to ensure inventory accuracy. Corrections were noted on the map to be fixed by
the Commission’s Research and Technology GIS team. Each municipal park was discussed
relevant to function and facilities. Each park was then categorized using the MCP categorization
scheme (Attachment 2).

The MCP park type cost per acre was averaged between Fiscal Year 06 and Fiscal Year 07
(Attachment 1) and multiplied by the number of acres in that park to get a maintenance cost per
year for that park. Each individual park went through the identical exercise until all parks for that
municipality were completed. The sum of all parks was then calculated to derive a total cost for
maintenance.

Step 2 - Overhead Factor

The second step was calculating the maintenance supervision overhead costs. This process
consisted of the following steps:

The total cost of municipal park maintenance (as calculated in Step 1) is multiplied by 3% factor
to arrive at a total overhead allowance for maintenance.

Step 3 - Capital Renewal Factor

The third and final step was determining an allowance for the replacement of capital assets. It
was determined that the most prevalent municipal park assets are playgrounds, basketball courts
and tennis courts. The 20-year renewal assumption was developed by the Subcommittee. The
costs for replacement and renewal were established using Montgomery Parks costs. An inflation
factor is to be added to the annual cost.
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REIMBURSEMENTS

Attachment 3 presents the current and proposed park reimbursements for the municipalities
based on the above methodology. Again the totals are preliminary as there are a number of open
issues to be discussed. The total reimbursement presented on the worksheets is $167,989. This
is a decrease of $25,202. The majority of the decrease relates to the Village of Friendship
Heights ($53,660). The reimbursement range is $68,953 for the City of Takoma Park, to a low of
$65 for the Town of Glen Echo. Under the proposed model, nine municipalities would receive
park reimbursements, up from five municipalities previously. Attachment 4 illustrates the
proposed payments to each individual municipality and the detailed per park costs, overhead and
capital renewal factors.

SUMMARY OF METHODOLOGY

The proposed methodology for determining park reimbursements is proposed to consist of a
multi-step approach:

1) The mapping of the municipal parkland inventory using Geographic Information System
(GIS) mapping software

2) The categorization of those lands using the Montgomery County Parks (MCP)
categorization scheme to “assign” those municipal parks into a park type by Commission
staff

3) Municipal park inventory and categorization verification by municipalities

4) The calculation of the total parkland maintained by municipality measured in acres by the
GIS

5) Generation of average per acre costs per park type using SmartParks Database

6) The application of Commission cost per acre by park type applied to municipalities parks
categorized by the park type

7) Development of a per year allowance for capital asset replacement adjusted for inflation

8) Development of overhead percentage updated annually based on Commission data

9) Comparison of preliminary total reimbursement by municipality to projected Park Tax
Revenue for Community Based Parks program for the municipality.
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Attachment 1

Average Maintenance Costs per Acre 7/1/2005 — 6/30/2007
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$86,314.44
$14,520.38
50.00
$100,834.82

4.16
$24,245.55
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$12,171.48

$0.00
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Attachment 2

M-NCPPC Park Classification System

The M-NCPPC park system is categorized into different park types for budgeting and planning
purposes. The park types are based in part on the service area of each park, its physical size,
natural features, and the kind of facilities it contains. This section will describe and help define
the distinctions between different types of parks. The table on the M-NCPPC Montgomery
County Park Classification System contains a summarized description of each type of park,
including approximate park size and typical recreation facilities.

Countywide Parks

Larger parks that serve regional recreation needs or conservation needs are called
County-wide Parks. Over 90% of the total County park acreage, nearly 30,000 acres, is in
County-wide parks. There are five types of County-wide parks: regional, recreation, special
conservation, and stream valley. Of these, the regional, recreational, and special park categories
are recreation-oriented parks, while the conservation and stream valley parks belong to a sub-
category of County-wide Parks known as conservation oriented parks.

Recreation-Oriented Parks: Regional, recreational and special parks are large parks
serving County-wide recreation needs. They provide opportunities for active and passive
recreation, but also generally contain areas without facilities that serve conservation purposes.

Regional Parks are large, typically over 200 acres, and contain a wide range of recreation
opportunities and facilities, while retaining 2/3 of the park for conservation. Regional parks are
the most popular of the County's parks. In 1995, surveys of developed portions of regional parks
indicated visits by several million people annually. Many other informal users enjoy the
undeveloped portions of the park.

Montgomery County has five developed regional parks offering a variety of recreation
opportunities within a reasonable driving time of most County residents. Three of these parks
serve the lower and mid-County areas. Wheaton, the System's first regional park, was opened to
the public in 1961 and is easily reached by southeastern County residents. Cabin John Regional
Park is accessible to southwestern County residents, and Rock Creek Regional Park by people
living in the middle and upper-County areas. Many recreational facilities are provided including
lighted tournament quality athletic fields, year-round tennis courts, ice rinks, trains, and a
carousel. Rock Creek offers golf, boating and other water oriented recreation activities.
Additionally, each of these parks furnishes other recreation opportunities, such as nature centers,
playgrounds, trails, and picnic areas, and Wheaton has a large botanical garden.

The two regional parks that serve the northern Area of the County have large acreage of
open space and conservation area. Little Bennett has a golf course and a large campground,
while Black Hill offers opportunities to enjoy picnicking and water-related recreation as well as a
many miles of trails.
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Recreation Parks is a category that includes parks with intensive development similar to
that found in the ball field and tennis court complexes at regional parks; however, they differ
from regional parks in that they do not limit 2/3 of their development to conservation uses.

Small picnic/playground areas are also included in this category. Presently, Montgomery County
has three such developed parks -- Olney Manor, Martin Luther King and Damascus. Fairland
Recreational Park is under construction, and there are several other undeveloped recreational
parks which are planned for future development including Ovid Hazen Wells, Ridge Road,
Muncaster, Gude and Northwest Branch Recreational Parks.

Special Parks preserve historic or culturally significant features and have distinguishing
characteristics that set them apart from other park classifications. McCrillis Gardens, Woodlawn
Manor House, Rockwood Manor Park, and the Agricultural History Farm Park are good
examples of special parks in the County. They are often used for small conferences, social
events, specialized education, and art exhibits. Important historic sites are preserved in all types
of parks. Examples of these are the Silver Spring in Acorn Urban Park, Woodlawn Manor
House with its smoke house, and the Needwood Mansion.

Conservation-Oriented Parks

There are two types of County-wide conservation oriented parks: stream valley parks
and conservation area parks. Both protect important environmental areas; however, they differ
in that stream valley parks are linear parks acquired to protect stream valleys and conservation
parks are large natural areas acquired to preserve specific natural, archaeological or historical
features. Both types of parks are managed to provide stewardship of sensitive areas, but may
include trails and other low impact recreation areas when carefully designed to avoid, minimize,
and/or mitigate environmental impacts.

Stream Valley Parks form the foundation of the park system, extending as greenways
throughout the urban areas and into the countryside, putting the natural environment within close
reach of all Montgomery County citizens. They separate communities with green open space
buffers and provide easy access to nature for adjacent residents. Just as they were seventy years
ago, stream valley parks today are acquired primarily for conservation purposes. They hold the
key to watershed protection throughout the County by reducing flooding, sedimentation and
erosion, and they furnish valuable habitat for many species of wildlife. Some stream valleys,
such as the Upper Paint Branch Stream Valley, are also designated as special protection areas.
These areas are so sensitive that they are subject to a special set of regulations designed to
protect them.

Stream valley parks also preserve some of the County's most beautiful and interesting
terrain, providing long, interconnected greenways of parkland that provide corridors for trails
and wildlife. There are 30 such parks in the County, which include nearly 12,000 acres of
parkland. Inurban areas, clusters of active recreation facilities in parks adjacent to stream valley
parks were developed many years ago to serve as local parks for nearby residents. More recent
environmental regulations now limit or prevent intensive development along stream banks to
reduce sedimentation and erosion and environmental degradation caused by urban runoff.
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Conservation Area Parks are generally large areas that preserve specific natural,
archaeological or historical features; are typically located in upland areas; and are acquired
specifically for environmental preservation purposes. Conservation area parks may include
outstanding examples of natural communities, self-sustaining populations of rare, threatened, or
endangered plant and animal species, or unique archaeological and historical resources. Given
the sensitive nature of the resources in conservation parks, development is very limited and
generally restricted to passive recreation areas and opportunities such as trails, fishing and picnic
areas, and nature study. Opportunities for interpretation of the protected environmental, historic,
and archeological elements should be maximized through self- guided nature trails, interpretive
signage, and naturalist programs. There are nine conservation parks in the County, which include
over 2,160 acres of parkland.

Community Use Parks

Smaller types of parks that are primarily used by local residents and nearby areas are
group in the classification system under the category of community use parks. These parks are
sometimes referred to as local parks, and provide everyday recreation needs for residents close to
home. Currently there are over 200 developed community use parks. Many are located in the
down-county area where they were placed to serve County development in the 1950s and 60s.
As new park construction tries to keep pace with an ever-expanding County population, more
parks are now being developed in rapidly growing upcounty areas.

The classification system presently includes four types of community use parks: urban,
neighborhood, local parks, and neighborhood conservation areas.

Urban Parks serve central business districts or other highly urban areas, providing green
space in an often otherwise concrete environment. These parks serve as a buffer between
adjacent residential, office and commercial districts, and contain landscaped sitting areas,
walkways, and in several cases, play equipment, handball and paddle ball courts. Urban parks
serve an important role as gathering places for the community and accommodate activities such
as concerts and performances, celebrations, fairs, and outdoor spaces for area employees to have
lunch. Nearly all of the County’s 19 developed urban parks are located in the down-County with
concentrations in the Bethesda and Silver Spring areas.

Neighborhood Parks are small, generally, walk-to parks providing informal leisure
opportunities and recreation in heavily populated areas. They often provide about five acres of
open space developed with a sitting area, playground, informal play field, and tennis and/or
basketball courts. There are 74 developed neighborhood parks in the County, with the largest
number found in the Wheaton, Silver Spring, and Bethesda areas where they were developed to
serve early concentrations of single-family housing.

Local Parks provide both programmed and informal recreation opportunities within
reach of all area residents. Typically about ten to fifteen acres in size, these parks contain
athletic fields, tennis and basketball courts, picnic and playground areas, and sometimes
recreation buildings and other facilities.
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The major difference between neighborhood and local parks is that the local parks
provide regulation size athletic fields that can be reserved for game play. Over 40% of the
people visiting local parks in 1996 were either league players or league game spectators.
Ballplayers attend games on fields near their homes, or travel to other parts of the County to
challenge opposing teams. Therefore local parks often have large service areas. Many people
drive to local parks, while many neighborhood parks are within walking distance.

Neighborhood Conservation Areas are small pieces of parkland preserved in residential
areas. They are generally conveyed to M-NCPPC during the subdivision process and frequently
contain streams or drainage areas and adjacent wooded slopes. They remain undeveloped and
benefit the neighborhood by providing open space, reducing storm water runoff, and bringing
nature into an urban environment.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY PARK CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

PARK TYPE

PARK TYPE DESCRIPTION

- Recreational Oriented Parks

TYPICAL FACILITIES*

APPROXIMATE
SIZE

Regional Parks

Large Parks that provide a wide range of recreational opportunities but
retain 2/3 or the acreage as conservation areas.

Picnic / playground areas, tennis courts, athletic fields, golf
course, campgrounds, water-oriented recreation areas.

200 acres or more

Parks

recreation activities.

Recreational Parks Parks larger than 50 acres in size that are more intensively developed Athletic fields, tennis courts, multi-use courts, 50 acres
than Regional Parks, but may also may also contain natural areas. picnic/playground areas, golf course, trails, natural areas. or more
Special Parks These parks include areas that contain features of historic and cultural | Vary, but may include agricultural centers, garden, small Varies
P significance. conference centers, historic structures, etc.
- Conservation Oriented Parks
Stream Valley Interconnt_ected linear par_ks along major stream valleys providing Hiker-biker trails, fishing, picnicking, playground areas. Varies
Parks conservation and recreation areas.
Conservation Area Large natural areas acquired to preserve specific natural archaeological
or historic features. They also provide opportunities of compatible Trails, fishing areas, nature study areas, informal picnic areas. Varies

Landscaping, sitting/picnic areas, play equipment, courts, and

Urban Parks Very small parks, serving highly urban areas. shelters 1 Acre
Neighborhood S _ I Play equipment, play field, sitting area, shelter, tennis and
Parks Small parks providing informal recreation in residential areas. Multi-use courts. (Don not include regulation size ballfields). 2.5 Acre
Local Parks Larger parks that provide ballfields and both programmed and Ballfields, play equipment, tennis and multi-use courts, 15 Acre
unprogrammed recreation facilities. sitting/picnic area, shelters, buildings and other facilities.
'\é%g?;(\)’g:?gr? Small parcels of conservation oriented parkland in residential areas, Generally undeveloped, may include a storm water Varies
Areas generally dedicated at the time of subdivision. management pond and related facilities.

*This list is not all-inclusive, but includes facilities typical of each park type.
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Attachment 3

Current Versus Future Municipal Maintenance Reimbursements

(Preliminary)
Park System Current Park Proposed Park Change in

Municipality (Y/N) Reimbursement | Reimbursement] Reimmbursement
Barnsville, town N N/A N/A N/A
Brookeville, town N N/A N/A N/A

Chevy Chase Section #3 village Y 3,825 624 -3,201
Chevy Chase Section #5, village N N/A N/A N/A

Chevy Chase View, town N N/A N/A N/A

Chevy Chase Village, town Y 0 25,868 25,868
Chevy Chase, town Y 9,165 4,754 -4,411
Drummond N N/A N/A N/A
Friendship Heights Y 71,948 18,288 -53,660
Garrett Park, town Y 0 12,048 12,048
Glen Echo, town Y 0 65 65
Kensington, town Y 35,885 24,997 -10,888
Laytonsville, town N N/A N/A N/A
Martin's Additions, village N N/A N/A N/A

North Chevy Chase, village N N/A N/A N/A
Oakmont N N/A N/A N/A
Somerset, town Y 0 12,392 12,392
Takoma Park, City Y 72,368 68,953 -3,415
TOTAL 193,191 167,989 -25,202

Attachment 4

Each Municipalities’ Parks, Acerage, and Preliminary Tax Duplication Payment

Calculation

Attachment 4
Preliminary Calculations

Municipal Parks in Montgomery County
Oramner Park Name Size (Acres) Category Cost per acre Cost per Park Capital Facilities
Chewvy Chase Sec, lll Gazebo Park 00800 Urban S7577.00 L606.16

Total + 3% 0.0800) $624.34
Additional Payments
54,000/yr Playground CIP S0.00
55,300 or 53,550/yr Tennis Court CIP* S0.00
51,600 or 51,000/yr Basketball Court CIP* 50.00
Total Tax Duplication Payment 5624.34

* Court payment is for either a double {first value) or single (second value) court
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Municipal Parks in Montgomeary County i
Guner = ~ Park Name | 'Size(Acres) Catogory | Gost peracre Costper Park | Capital Facilities |
Village of Chevy Chase ~ |Betty English Park ~ | 0110 |Neighborhood | $1,04550  $11501 | ]
Village of Chevy Chase Boxwond Park 0.280  Meighborhood | $1,045.50  $202.74
Village of Chevy Chase "~ Brockville Park | 0280  Neighborhood| 104550  $376.38 =
Village of Chevy Chase _ [Hesketh Park | 0250 |Meighborhood|  $1,04550 326138
Village of Chevy Chase o = Large Oliver Park | 0860 |Meighborhood | 31,045 50 $899.13 h et e
\illage of Chevy Chase | Mewlands Park - | DBS0  |Neighborhood | $1,04550  §721.40
Village of Chevy Chase | Small Oliver Park | 0. AL Nelghberl'loud _ §1,045. 50 $324.11
Village of Chevy Chase |Laurel Park 1.110 NG $136.00  $150.96
Village of Chevy Chase |Belmont Buffer - 1.550 urban $TST7.00 $11,744.35
Village of Chevy Chase |Village Hall & Grounds 1350 | Urban §7.577.00 510,228.95
_ Total + 3% Overhead | | esn $25,867.82
Additional Payments B L [ - i
Playground CIP | $0.00| N o
Tennis Court CIP* By $0.00] i
Basketball Court CIP* ] $0.00/
Total Tax Duplication Payment | $26,867.82 | &
*Court payment is for either 2 double (first valug) or single (second value) court |
Municipal Parks in Montgomery County ~ | | : 1 .
Owner ) |Park Name | Sizo (Acres) | Category | Costporacro | Costper Park | Capital Facilities
Town of Chevy Chase |Rosemary Circle Park 0270 | Urban | 57.577.00] 5204579
Town of Chavy Chase B |Rossmary Triangle Park 0475 | Mrban | §T.5TT.00 $1.32598 |
Town of Chevy Chase Tamrytown Park 0504 |Neighborhood)| $1,04550  $526.93
Town of Chevy Chase - Zimmerman Park (parcel 1) 0.652 Naughhnmn-ud! $1,04550  $88167 o
Town of Chevy Chase \Zimmerman Park {parcel 2) 0.034 Nelghhommd; §1.045.50 535.55
Total + 3% Ovarha«ad - o | 1635 | $4,754.39
Additional Payments r I R |
Playground CIP S $0.00| S -
Tennis Court CIP* $0.00)
Basketball Court CIP* 1 3000
Total Tax Duplication Payment N $4,754.39
*Court payment is for sither a double (first value} or single (second valus) court | — |

Municipal Parks in Montgomery cm,_;pty B
Owner "_“ "Park Name | Size (Acres) Category | Cost per acre | Cost per Park | Capital Facilities
Friendship Heights B Huberl Humphrey F Fnenush:p Park = 0.850 Urban $7,577.00 5719815
Friendship Heights ~ William Tyler Page Park #0342 Urban §7.577.00 5259133 |
|Friendship Heights . Willoughby Park | 0.667 Urban 5?,5??.00: §5,053.86 |1 Playground

o Total + 3% Overhead - 1959 §$7,577.00 §15,288.64 1 Playground
Additional Payments — ~ i —
Playground GIP B $3,000.00| . 1 N
Tennis Court ClF" o - $0.00 L
Basketball CoutCIP* %000
Total Tax Duplication Payment _ $18,288.64 | _
“Court payment is for alther a dauble (first value) or single court (second value) |
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Municipal Parks in Montgomery Gounty | ] —
_T_Z._" 'rTs;a_ 5 T [parkName e @

own of Garrett Park | Forcupine Woads Park
(Town of Garrell Fark |Camibria Park_
Tewm of Garreft Park i | reandie Park (propased)
Towm of Garmett Park |Schoohause Park (propasad)
ey R l_' otal + 3% Onrhmd_____ - -
Additional Payments 7 = T =

Playground CIF Serme B B — T I

Tennis Court CIP* - i = % S 5 3 5 B
| Basketball Court CIP* R R} ) T I
["Court paymend is for citfer a doubis {firsl vahe) ar single (second value) cout | | E : o o [P [ 2aEn B i

[Municipal Parks in Montgomery ‘:W'“Jf S | i -
" parkMame  Size(Acres) Category Costperacre CostperPark Capital Facilities
______ ] F'llnl_::gtﬂ‘l_.ﬂ._m Park . Los0 Neqhbm‘hoad il 0-45 60| $é27d |00
Total + 3% Overhead | o080 . $54.61
L m 1 N
Tennis S - . | i |
Sim Baslw‘:ball Count CIF~_ $0.00

| Total Tax Duplication Payment I  s64E1 1 - -
“Court payment s for eiher a double (irst value] or single [scond value) court [ : S I ]

Parks in Montg y County | -
. 1
Town of Kensingtan :
Town of Kensingtan o _ BERTT
Town of Kensingtan “Emest Memaorial Pm{pmmiz:l 5359908 | -
Town of Kensington Flinn Park 0.337 Urbran | 82553.45
Tewn of Kensington _ Howard Avenue Park | 0,053 | Urban ! 430 47
Town of Kanslnq_mn . ~ Joseph Park | 0188 | NCA | Se2aa |
 Reinhardt Park | 0858 |  Uban | § | 5437051 Playground
SeSeiii | 5t. Paul Park | 3187 |Neighbarhood | | 5333201 [Single Basketball Court
Total + 3% Overbead [ e | B "] $21.208.89 1 Playground and 1 Baskethall Court
e I I I G
Playground CIP | 53,0000 |
Tennis Court CIP* i $0.00] !
Basketball Court CIP* == EARETON[ v bne el e e
Total Tax Duplication Payment o S2A006.89)
"Court payment is for either 8 double (first valug) or single {second value) court |
s|-=-l--’un:ruun] Category | Cost per acre | Cost per Park |  cap cilities P
130 Heighbarhood $104500 S3 37535 1 Double Tennis 1 Single Tennis and 1 Bashetball Court
= 16.730 Stream Vallay | 54570 576456
0,060 Urban | ST.A7T.00  $45462 SR ST S
........ | 20020 | | %2,889.23 | $4,732.37 |3 Tennis and 1 Basketball Court
S 1 — L —
50,00 ' - i R
L Ll Jrmn $6.675.00

S 1600 or S1000yr | | T ETEEDO 1
Total Tax Duplication Pa.ymim §12,392.37 P T
“Const payment is for aither a double (irsl value] or sngle {second valug) sourl I |
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Municipal Parks in Mositgameny County

(Chmar Fark Hasme Sz (Acres) Category Costperacre | Cost per Park Capital Facilities

City of Takama Park Helner Park T80 Heghbarhood 51,045.00 52,302, 60)#layground

Lity of Takama Padk Livwes Portal Park L1950 Urban 57.577.00 51477.52

City of Takama Park Memarial Park e urtian 59,5100 42,947.45

City of Takoma Fark <pring park 2 5000| Naighbarhood 51,0550 $2,718. 300 Flaygroursd & doubls haskethal pourt

City of Takoma Fark leapie Park R[] Heighbarhood 41 ,045.50 23 241,05 Flayerauns & single baskerball pourt

City of Takoma Fark Uppeer Partal Fark 0000 Urban S7.577.00 54, 55 2

ity of Takorna Park Th, Sssgler Historic 06710 Lrban £7.577.00] 56,5557

ity of Takoma Park B.Y, Morrison Park 0. 150 Wirban S35TT.00 $1780.51

City of Takoama Park Jackson Boyd Park 12730 Lirhan AFETT.00) 5,068 5 3| Playgrnind

City of Takoma Park Fosost Park 1. 40048 Urbian 757700 520,607 50| Playground & doubel basketball court

Crty of Takoma Park Calbby Tot Lot 0. 2250 Lirkian ATET.00) 51,735 13f Flayground

City af Takoma Park | Giengary Place Fark 01,5500 MCA 5136004 57480

City of Takoma Park Toatley Fraser park 0, 3020 Urban ST 57700 42,288 25| Playground

City of Takama Park Demacractc & Republican 0,120 Urban 57577 50 51,075.93

Ciry of Takomas Park Circle Wands 12510 RCA 213500 5174.33]

City of Takoma Park Walsath Opsn Space 09380 () 413600 §137.57|

{Il_-En{Talmma Fark 153190 §2,914.41 544 645.79| 7 Playgrounds & 5 haskethal courts
Additiznal + 3% Overhead

Agditional Payments

54000 yr Playground Cip 518, 000,00

5,300 ar 53,5500y Tennis Caurt CIF= S0.00

51500 or 51,000/ Dasketball Court OF* 53,287.00)

Total Tax Duplication Payrment Shb, 53079

* Court payment is for either » doubile (first vatue) or singe (secand valus) court
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Appendix 27: County-Wide Parks in Montgomery County

Regional Parks - Regional Parks play an essential role in preserving natural areas, and in
providing active and passive recreational opportunities. These large (greater than
200acres) land preservation areas play a key role in conserving and preserving areas of
cultural, natural and agricultural heritage for Montgomery County. The massive sixe of
these parks allows them to also accommodate many more users in both active and passive
pursuits without degrading the resource.

It is a requirement that 2/3rds of the land in Regional Parks is reserved for conservation-
related purposes, and this significant acreage forms the nodes of greenways that run
throughout the County, protecting streams, buffers, wetlands, wildlife corridors, and
forests.

The recreational activities that are provided are used by all County residents, and include
picnicking, hiking, boating, fishing, camping, ice skating, equestrian, football, softball,
hockey, lacrosse, soccer, and many more leisure activities. The placement of five Nature
Interpretation Facilities in the Regional parks also makes them the focus of many
interpretive and conservation activities, and a significant teaching location for the
stewardship efforts of our parks department.

Stream Valley Parks - Stream Valley Parks are the predominant conservation tool in
Montgomery County. The 12,466 acres of parkland that comprises the Stream Valley
system could be considered the Green Infrastructure of the County, protecting the water
quality, the historical fabric and the natural beauty of the land. Since 1927, the
Commission and the County have demonstrated foresight and wisdom in land
conservation and stream protection along these green ribbons that in addition to the
environmental benefits, have also provided unlimited opportunities for outdoor recreation
at a scale unmatched by any municipal park system. The trails are used by hikers,
runners, bikers, horse riders, and outdoor enthusiasts. In many cases the Regional Parks
are nodes of green along these corridors of conservation, creating a Green Infrastructure,
which benefits all of Montgomery County, whether used personally or not.

However, a resident does not have to visit one of these parks to derive a significant
benefit; the benefits that are available to residents County-wide include, but are not
limited to the following:

Active Use — These parks are available and used by residents from every part of
Montgomery County. There is not an admission fee, and most fees that are charged for
permits and reservations are based solely on the cost of providing a particular private
benefit;

Passive Use — Use of trails, paths, open areas, picnicking, nature appreciation, Kite flying,
biking, equestrian uses, and much, much more are free to ever resident;
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Intrinsic Benefits - Growing Smart — The Regional Parks and the Stream Valley system
are integral to regional land planning and intelligent design;

Attracting Investment — The beauty and accessibility of Montgomery Parks has remained
an important factor in businesses wanting to locate in Montgomery County;

Boosting Tourism — Our signature attractions, such as Brookside Gardens, Wheaton,
Cabin John, Rock Creek, Black Hill, and Little Bennett have state-wide and Region-wide
audiences and visitors;

Preventing Floods — Our land along the streams helps preserve the riparian buffers, and
the flood plains which help absorb and protect the flood waters from the developed
portions of the County;

Safeguarding the Environment — Interior forests, aquatic life, wildlife corridors for
migration and home range, water quality protection and conservation management are all
essential components of the management of these County-wide resources;

Increasing property values — Montgomery Parks are beautiful, attractive, and preserve a
look and feel to the County, which adds a significant portion to the quality of life, and
therefore the attractiveness of living in this County.

The residents of these municipalities have a variety of park experiences available to them,

including Federal, State, Count and Municipal parks, but the only ones they do not pay
for are the County Parks;
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APPENDIX 28: Parks: Town of Poolesville’s Position

The Conmm ssioners of Poolesville
P.O. Box 158
Pool esvill e, Maryland 20837
(301) 428-8927 Fax (301) 972-7619

Memorandum

July 1, 2008

TO: Revenue Sharing Task Force Committee
FROM: Wade Yost, Town Manager
RE: Poolesville Park Position

The Town of Poolesville is in support of the City of Rockville’s position and to that end, cannot support the
proposed methodology and recommendations to charge municipal residents additional taxes above what they
already pay for park services. In addition, Poolesville recognizes the unique challenges and dissimilarities of
each municipal park system and believes each should be reviewed on an individual basis.

The Town of Poolesville has been exempt from the Metropolitan Tax due to the large number of parks and
stream valleys for a community of its size and its remote location from County facilities. As with several of the
other municipalities and Montgomery County represented in the Revenue Sharing Task Force, Poolesville has a
Parks Board, parks maintenance crews and diversified recreational opportunities, all funded through property
taxes. Rockville’s position that municipal services relative to County services are a “wash” is consistent with
our position. The Town of Poolesville has a population just over 5,100 residents while the “Poolesville area”
(defined as a 15 minute drive from the center of Town) is nearly 10,000. All of the additional residents are
County residents and use Poolesville’s park and trail system quite extensively. In short, if Town residents are
levied an additional park tax, they will be paying more taxes towards parks that County residents living just
outside Town limits who are enjoying Poolesville’s park and trail systems at Poolesville tax payer’s expense.

In addition, Poolesville is unique in several respects. Being remotely located in the western portion of the
County and surrounded by the Agricultural Reserve, Poolesville has developed an extensive park and trail
system to provide its residents with what the County is not able to provide due to geographical challenges.

In review of the regional park classification, the most significant difference is the sheer size and open space of
the parks. The Town lies within the ten of thousands of acres of the Ag Reserve and large regional parks —
including the Sugarloaf Mountain reserve and the C&O Canal National Park — closer for our residents than the
nearest regional parks maintained by the County. Our miles of rural roads attracts hundreds of bikers and
joggers every weekend and residents clearly bike and hike on these routes as well. The Potomac River is also
just six miles away with miles of access for fishing and boating. As aresult, it is frankly unlikely that our
residents utilize County facilities to any large degree. They just do not need to do so. Trails, camping, boating,
sports fields and fishing amenities all lay within a bicycle ride or short drive from the Town.

User fees are another unique characteristic of Poolesville Parks. While the County and some other
municipalities charge user fees, Poolesville has always maintained that the parks are paid for through taxes and
should therefore be free to use, both residents of Poolesville and non-residents. Many of our ballfields, tennis
courts and pavilions are permitted to county organizations such as the Germantown Athletic Club, Upper
Montgomery County Athletic Club and Montgomery Soccer Incorporated. We welcome all to our park system,
which is maintained at the highest level, at no charge. In effect, our policy of providing access to our parks free
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provides a significant subsidy and benefit to the County when its residents visit our town
for sports events using our park facilities.

The Town of Poolesville appreciates the opportunity to provide input and will remain
committed to participating in the Revenue Sharing Task Force.
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Appendix 29: Gaithersburg Proposal - Police Services

2008 Municipal Tax Duplication Proposal

Relating to the duplication of police service within the City of Gaithersburg there are
several different possibilities for calculating a county tax rebate to the municipalities.
The most basic is to assign a given amount to either the number of sworn officers or the
number of police employees. A more complex, but more accurate determination of the
proper amount, would include an analysis of calls for service (CFS).

Using CAD generated CFS data, although readily retrievable; It is not however,
completely accurate. Identifying the true primary unit for any given CFS is not as
accurate as one would imagine. There are several reasons for this to include: entry errors
made by either communication staff or patrol officers, the agreed definition of a CFS, and
the ability to change the primary unit via the mobile computer. A more accurate method
of using the CAD data is to measure the time spent handling the CFS. This does not just
limit the assignment to the primary unit, but takes into account officer time spent in both
a primary and a backup status.

A notable statistic from the attached data sheets illustrates that the county significantly
under staffs both the 1% (-12) and 6™ (-13) Districts compared to the other four patrol
districts. A logical conclusion is that this occurs because the Rockville City Police
provide coverage in the 1% District, and the Gaithersburg Police (GPD) provides coverage
in the 6™ District.

The final page of the attachment (titled MCP 6" District) shows a pie chart depicting the
CFS time workload. The pie slice on the right (listed as Montgomery Village) shows that
45% of the time spent on CFS within the 6™ District is outside of the City of
Gaithersburg. The two pie slices on the left indicate that of the remaining 55% of the
time spent on CFS within the 6™ District (those within the City), MCP handles 30% and
GPD handles 25%.
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All Events with Onsite Responses

District # Events Avg Minutes Spent  Minutes Spent Projected Staff Dist.  Projected Staff Dist. Actual Authorized
Unknown District 43362 320377567 17% 92.81
1 - Rockville 47 852 57.19 2736438.63 14% 7710 a4 a0
2 - Bethesda 36,197 509.02 2135291.02 1% 60.19 33 a1
3 - Silver Spring 51,663 6213 3209791.97 17% 90.44 17 121
4 - Wheaton 50,246 60.39 3034273.65 16% 8549 102 112
5 - Germantown 29,553 61.47 1816651.95 9% 5119 78 72
6 - Gaithershurg/Mlontgomery Village 46,609 §5.32 304440817 16% 8578 79 G4
8 - Takoma Park 3 1.03 3.08 0% 0.00
County-Wide Total 305,485 63.09 19271634.13 100% 543.00 543 580
Unit Types # Events Avg Minutes Spent Minutes Spent % Work Done
Non-City 25,055 37.00 92024840 56%
City 25,0585 20.55 740331.53 44%
All Types 25,055 66.64 1669579.93 100%

Time Spent On-Call in LOCCITY =GA
Unit Types Minutes Hours Years
Non-City 929,248 15,487 27.81
City 740,332 12,330 2215
All Types 1,669,580 27,826 49 96
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All Events with Onsite Responses minus No Dispatch / Sherriff

Proj. Staff Dist. Proj. Staff Dist.

District # Calls for Service Avg Minutes Spent Minutes Spent Percentages Positions
Unknown District 3,569 65.47 233,648.18 2% 9.15
1 - Rockville 37,561 60.01 2,254,134.50 16% 88.24
2 - Bethesda 28,370 64.42 1,827,483.03 13% 71.54
3 - Silver Spring 41,857 66.19 2,770,706.73 20% 1058.46
4 - Wheaton 38,827 67.59 2,624,935.32 19% 102.76
5 - Germantown 23744 64.96 1,542,422.78 1% 60.38
6 - Gaithersburg/Montgomery Village 35,372 68.94 2,438,656.48 18% 95.47
8 - Takoma Park 3 1.03 3.08 0% 0.00
County-Wide Total 209,313 65.41 13,691,990.12 100% 536
CFSin MV 48.5% 17156
CFSin City - 51.5% 18216
Total CALLS in 6D 100% 35372
TIME in the City- GPD/MCP
GPD 616361.37 46.0%
MCP 72417252 54.0%

Total— 1340533.89 100.0%
CFSs TIME Minutes Spent % total TIME 6D CFS GPD Contribution
MCP - In the City 724,172.52 29.70%
GPD - In the City 616,361.37 25.27% 26.27% * 94 24

Total — 1,340,533.89 54.97%
CFS time in MV 1,098,122.59 45.03%
CFS time all 6D 2,438,656.48 100.00%
SEE GRAPH

Time Spent On-Call in LOCCITY =GA

CFS TIME Minutes Hours Years

MCP 724173 12,070 2167 *

GPD 516,361 10,273 18.44 *

All Types 1,340,534 22,342 40.11

MCP District Authorized Actual Difference
Rockville 90 78 -12 -13.33%
Bethesda 91 83 -8 -8.79%
Silver Spring 121 115 -6 -4.96%
Wheaton 112 101 -1 -9.82%
Germantown 72 78 +6 8.33%
Gaithersburg/MV 94 a1 13 -13.83%

Current MCP Staffing 580 536 44 92.41%

MCP District Authorized Actual Difference

Current MCP Staffing 580 536 44 92.41%

If staffed at level of 92.41%

Rockville 90 83 -7

Bethesda 91 G4 -7

Silver Spring 121 112 -9

Wheaton 112 103 -9

Germantown 72 67 -5

Gaithersburg/MV 94 a7 -7
580 536
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MCP 6th District

City of Gaithershurg
GPD
25% E Montgomery Village
Montgomery Village
45% W City of Gaithersburg
MCP
W City of Gaithersburg
City of Gaithersburg GPD
MCP
30%

Data Explanation / Assumptions

1. "All Calls with Onsite Responses” - records from table "MIS_RPT_EVH" with "ENTRYDATE" between 7/1/06-6/30/07 inclusive

excluding any call that did not have at least one unit record in table "MIS_RPT_EVH_UNA_STL" with an value of "ONS" in field "STATUSNAME"
2. "Unknown District” - these calls were not geocoded and, as such, have no geo-locational infermation to determine actual district

3. SherriffiNo Dispatch records were filtered out by excluding values "NO DIS" and "S" from field "FINDISPOSITION" in table "MIS_RPT_EVH"
4. "Minutes Spent On-Call" - # Events multiplied by the average minutes spent (total time spent frem 7/1/06-6/30/07)

5* = pumber of positions dividing total number of hours by 557 hours as target for CFS activity.
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Appendix 30: County Analysis of Gaithersburg Police Services Proposal

Montgomery County Police Patrol Staffing (June 2008)

Actual Authorized % % Staffed
Staffed 4/23/08
6/20/08 (GPD)**
Current 81 90
1D w/Rookies* 85 90 94 87
Current 77 85
2D w/Rookies* 83 91 91 N
Current 111 92
3D w/Rookies* 116 121 96 %
Current 102 91
4D w/Rookies* 107 112 96 %0
Current 77 107
5D w/Rookies* 77 12 107 108
Current 85 90
6D w/Rookies* 87 94 93 86

*The rookies from Session 52 graduate on July 10, 2008 and will be entering the field training
phase of their entry level instruction. After 14 weeks in field training (mid October), they will be
permanently assigned to district stations and will be full-performance first responders. The
numbers in the table labeled “w/Rookies” represent first responder staffing levels for each station
when the rookies are released from the field training program.

**The staffing percentages shown in the right-most column are taken from the document
generated by the Gaithersburg Police Department and provided to the attendees at the Municipal
Tax Duplication Task Force meeting on April 23, 2008. Chief King and Captain Bonvillain of
GPD provided that document and explained it. That document concluded (or at least strongly
implied) that, since the 1% and 6" districts had relatively fewer first responders as compared to the
other four districts, MCPD was deliberately understaffing 1D and 6D due to the presence of the
Rockville and Gaithersburg police departments.

Staffing at the district level is a dynamic thing that changes almost daily. The data provided by
GPD in their document was merely a “snapshot” of our staffing, and the staffing shortages
experienced by the districts are effected by a variety of factors including promotions, transfers,
resignations, retirements, rookie training, etc.
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Illustrative of the dynamic nature of the staffing levels is the comparison of the current staffing
percentage as of June 20, 2008 to the staffing percentage of April 23, 2008.

% Staffed
0 % Staffed .
4/23/08 Difference
(G PD)** 6/20/08
1D 87 920 +3%
2D 91 85 -6%
3D 95 92 -3%
4D 90 91 +1%
SD 108 107 -1%
6D 86 90 +4%

Simply put, the 1% and 6™ Districts are staffed based upon workload demands, and the existence
of the Gaithersburg Police Department and the Rockville Police Department is not taken into
consideration whatsoever. Additionally, staffing variability is the result of the various factors that
impact daily staffing. Most importantly, there is absolutely no deliberate or intentional effort of

any kind to short-staff the 1* and 6™ Districts. Period.
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Appendix 31: Takoma Park’s Housing and Community Development

Budget

Housing and Community Development

Division — Affordable Housing
Division Purpose:

Promotes affordable housing home ownership opportunities. Provides
technical assistance to tenant associations and condominium boards.
Meanitors real estate activity in accordance with the Tenant Opportunity to
Purchase ordinance.

Adopted to Estimated Actual FY08:

« Division expenditures are expected to be $6,478 less than
budget

« The variance is attributable in part to lower than anticipated
activity in the Tenant Opportunity to Purchase Revolving Loan
fund.

FY09 Budget Highlights:

+ Dwision expenditures are $107,021 higher—an increase of 78
percent—compared to budgeted expenditures for FY08.

e« The budgetary increase is primarily attributable to increased
funding for implementation of the affordable housing plan

+ Division FTEs remain unchanged.

« Approximately 27 percent of division expenditures are personnel
related.

« Services and charges represent about 21 percent of division
expenditures. This category includes the contractual costs as-
sociated with the Capacity Building Initiative ($35,000)

* Approximately 52 percent of division expenditures are catego-
rized as miscellaneous. This cost center includes the Revolving
Loan Fund ($25,000) and the implementation of the affordable
housing plan ($100,000).
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Management Objectives:

* Explore and implement programs to produce and/or retain

affordable housing options in the City

« Expand educational programming to include post-purchase and

foreclosure workshops.
= Provide oversight of ongoing Capacity Building Initiative.

Performance/Workload Measures:

31-1

Measurement Calendar Year Projected
2008
PSR zws 200?_
Number of informational and
& 5 6
. Number of housing fairs 1:] 1 1
Number of Tenant Capacity
Building projects 1" N 5
Number of Revolving Loan
| Fund applications 2 1 1
Number of Payment in Lieu of |
Taxes (PILOT) agreements |
executed 6 1 1
Number of applications for
exemption from rent stabiliza-
tion processed 8 18 20 |
Number of properties moni-
tored under Tenant Opportu-
| nity to Purchase Law N 20 19 20 |
Number of properties moni-
tored undergoing condomin-
ium conversion 4 5 2
Number of City Mewsletter
articles and announcements 8 8 10




Housing and Community Development

Division Summary - Affordable Housing
Actual  Adopted Estimated Adopted Staffing Summary Actual  Adopted Estimated Adopted
Division Expenditures FYO07 FY08 FY08 FY09 by Position T!E (FTEs) FYOT FY06 FY0& FY03
Affordable Housing 92,001 137,808 131,330 244 B29 FTEs with benefits 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60
FTEs without benafits 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Division Total 92,001 137,808 131,330 244,829
Division Total 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60
Division Expenditures Actual  Adopted Estimated Adopted Adopted Adopted
by Type FYo7 FY08 FY08 FY09 Position Title EY0s FY09
Wages 44,097 45662 48,538 48,671 Affordable Housing Manager 0.25 0.25
Fringe Benefits 8654 12,146 12,192 13,058 Landlord/Tenant Mediation Specialist 0.00 0.00
Overtime 0 300 0 0 Housing Specialist 0.35 0.35
Contractural Labor 0 0 2,700 3,200
Personnel Subtotal 52,751 58,108 63,430 64,929 Division Total FTEs 0.60 0.60
Supplies 34814 0 0 o
Services and Charges 2659 46,050 45,500 51,800
Miscellaneous 1,777 33,650 22,400 128,100
Division Total 92,001 137,808 131,330 244,829
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Housing and Community Development

Division Summary — Landlord-Tenant

Actual A d Adopted
Division Expenditures FYor Fyos FYos FYos
Landiord-Tenant 123378 125404 126402 138,874
Division Total 123,378 125404 126,402 138,874
Division Expenditures Actual  Adopted Estimated Adopted
by Type FYO7 FYoB FYo8 FYD8
Wages 83,731 90,405 91,138 95,148
Fringe Benefits 36,355 30,349 30,614 32,13
Owvertime 587 800 1,300 1.400
Personnel Subtotal 120,673 121,554 123,052 128,679
Supplies 0 1] 0 0
Senices and Charges 1,339 550 550 2,050
Mizcsllaraayus 1.366 3.300 2,800 8,145
Division Total 123,378 125404 126,402 138.874
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Staffing Summary Actual i E d Ad d
by Position Type (FTEs) Fyor FY08 FYOB FY0a
FTEs wilh benefits 160 1.60 1.80 180
FTEs without benefits 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Division Total 1.60 1.60 1.60 1.60
Adopted  Adopted
Position Title FYo8 FY08
Affordable Housing Manager 0.28 0.25
Landiord/Tenant Mediation Specialist 085 0.65
Housing Specialist 0.70 0.70
Division Total FTEs 1.60 1.60




Housing and Community Development

Division — Commission on Landlord and Tenant Affairs

Division Purpose:
Conducts hearings related to complaints between tenants and landiords.
Reviews requests from landicrds petitioning to increase rents above the
annual rent stabilization ordinance. Provides general oversight of the
City’s rent stabilization law
Adopted to Estimated Actual FY08:

« Division expenditures are expected to be $1,921 under budget

« The variance is attributable to lower than anticipated contract
costs.

FY09 Budget Highlights:

« Division expenditures are 310,900 higher—an increase of 8.2
percent—compared to budgeted expenditures for FYDE

« The budgetary increase is primarily atfributable to personnel
costs and to the purchase of web based rent stabilization report-
ing program

s Division FTEs remain unchanged.

« Approximately 48 percent of division expenditures are personnel
related.

+ Services and charges represent about 51 percent of division
expenditures.  This category includes the contractual costs as-
sociated with review of requested rent increases ($56,200)

Management Objectives:

+ Coordinate and conduct COLTA hearings in accordance with

PRI N S

Appendix 31

+ Process rent increase petitions in a tmely and accurate manner

« Finalize revision of rent stabilization regulations.

« Update rent stabilization regulations.

Performance/Workload Measures:

Measurement

Number of COLTA business
meetings

Number of COLTA cases filed |

Number of COLTA cases
mediated and closed

[Number of COLTA cases
| hearings conducied

Number of rent increase peti-
tions filed

Number of rent increase peti-
tion hearings conducted
Number of annual rent re-
ports monitored — single fam-
ily units

Mumber of annual rent re- |

ports monitored - multi-family
rental facilities

Number of City Newsletter
columns, articles, and an-
nouncemeanis

Calendar Year Projected
2008
2006 2007
1 1 1
18 21 20
17 12 15
2 5 5
48 47 | 12 |
0 ol 1
14 7] 0
246 244 250
A1 11 11
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Appendix

Takoma Park Landlord-Tenant Affairs Statistics

Landlord-Tenant Affairs

Customer Service Contacts

Jan. | o | Mar. Apr May | June [July | Aug. | Sept | Oct [ Nov | Dec | Total

2005 | 131 | 134 | 87 251 (260 |238 |232 |327 281 | 197 | 273 | 191 | 2602

2006 | 200 | 156 | 224 | 142 | 166 |[200 |[193 | 189 225 | 205 | 188 | 149 | 2237

2007 | 187 | 136 | 182 | 189 | 214 |[209 |[272 |233 229 | 251 | 209 | 180 | 2491

2008 | 209 | 179 | 178 | 226 | 209

COLTA
2005 2006 2007 Through May
31, 2008
COLTA Complaints Filed 45 18 20 8
Complaints Mediated/Closed 35 18 13 2
Hearings Held (complaints) 10 0 4 4
Rent Increase Petitions Filed 54 47 48 3
Hearings Held (petitions) 1 0 1 0
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Contracts Managed Affordable Housing Activities 2008

Contracts Date Established
Tenant Capacity Building Contract (Rozanne October 2003
Look and Mario Cristaldo)

LEDC Contract - 4 First Time Homebuyer

Seminars March 2007
LEDC Contract (Fore Closure Prevention) March 2007
K and S Development Consultants (inspections) November 2004

Comilang & Associates, CPA (rent analyst)

Approximately 1999

Tenant Emergency Assistance Contract

2004

Randy Beers - (Technical Assistance)

October 2005

Activity Number of Activities
First Time Home Buyer Seminars 4
Foreclosure Prevention Seminars 2

Housing Fairs 1

Tenant Capacity Building Program 12
Applications by Tenant Associations for 0
Revolving Loan Funds

PILOTS 0

Tenant Summit 1
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Rental Properties Sold (Tenant Occupied Only)

Year Rental Properties Sold Properties Purchased by | Properties Purchased by
Tenant/Association Housing Non-Profit

2005 26 5 0

2006 20 2 3

2007 15 3

2008 10 0 0

Rental Properties Converted to Condominiums

Rental Properties Converted or # of rental units
Being Converted
2005 2 34
2006 4 115
2007 5 260
2008 1 20
Total 11 429
Number of Properties Sent Rent Reports
# of Rent Reports Sent Multi-family Single Family
2004 307 281 26
2005 272 256 16
2006 260 246 14
2008 To Be Sent 8/08 -
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Appendix 32: Municipal Proposal - Fuel-Energy Tax

Energy Tax Inequity/Discrimination

The County imposes a tax on all energy use and has the utility companies
invoice and collect that tax from residents and businesses. From the County’s
General Fund (resident tax-based), the County pays its own energy tax to the utilities.
On receipt of the tax payments from the utilities, the County returns those proceeds to
the General Fund. Following the money flow and from a practical standpoint, there
IS no tax on county government facilities and street lights. The dollar amount in tax
revenue exactly equals the tax charge and the effect on the General Fund is zero.

This is not the case with municipal residents. There is no retrieval by or
reimbursement to the municipal governments. Municipal residents pay a tax that non-
municipal residents do not. This tax is levied on both facilities and street lights.
Treatment of the tax should be assessed within the broader framework of the Task
Force’s mission as tasked by the County Executive. That mission was to address not
just tax duplication but the mechanics and equity of revenue sharing as well.

As the municipal representatives have stated on numerous occasions, there is
inequity in the current system. In the execution of their local governance obligations,
municipalities pay the tax on both their municipal offices and street lights while the
County does not (see above). Should our Task Force meetings occur in a County
facility there is no cost to the County, but should that same meeting be held in a
municipal facility, the municipal residents pay to hold that meeting. By the nature of
on-going and systemic municipal/county interaction and coordination, there are many
cross-jurisdictional meetings, governmental activities and functions hosted by or
conducted in both municipal and county facilities. When there is a County
connection to municipal activity - independent of the location where some or all of
the “work” takes place - the argument for municipalities paying the tax is further in
doubt. Our own Task Force activity is evidence of that — we are working to reconcile
municipal delivery of services which would otherwise be provided by the County.
Taxing the municipalities on energy for either facilities or the municipal component
of the county-wide street light network runs counter to the Tax Duplication Task
Force’s charge. FY 2007 summary of amounts attached.
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Excluding the Federal and State governments from exemption can be largely
justified by the less than 100% benefit to Montgomery County residents. Federal and
State functioning’s associated with their respective facilities serve state-wide and
nation-wide population bases and are paid for by the larger population bases.
Municipal facilities in Montgomery County only serve Montgomery County
residents, and the energy tax charged for municipal operations is funded entirely by
County tax payers. Accordingly, we are requesting that the County rebate 100% of
the energy tax paid by the various municipalities.
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Municipality Total

Barnesville $140
Brookeville 140
Chevy Chase Section 3 369
Town of Chevy Chase 6,514
Chevy Chase Section 5 258
Chevy Chase View 658
Chevy Chase Village 4,959
Friendship Heights 5,262
Gaithersburg 178,292

Garrett Park 788

Glen Echo 233
Kensington 4,603
Laytonsville 352
Martins Additions 361
North Chevy Chase 317
Poolesville 33,380
Rockville 217,412
Somerset 2,041

Takoma Park 53,719
Washington Grove 1,028
Total $510,826
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